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CHAPTER 1. THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
American higher education is in a continuing state of evolution. As with 
any evolution, the process of continuous change from one state to another is ev­
ident throughout the education community. A new vitality has emerged on the 
scene in the form of the two-year colleges. To be sure, they've been around for 
sometime but this past decade has seen them mature into the institutions of 
higher learning they were intended to be. The excitement, vitality, change, and 
growth in these colleges can also pose certain problems. With demands for ac­
countability, improved productivity, and quality; the evaluation of two-year col­
lege instructors is one of the most challenging of those problems. 
The need for instructor evaluation is one of the few areas in which there's 
agreement among educators. Therefore, there is little need to offer an extensive 
justification for its existence (McGreal, 1983). While there may be some argu­
ment about stated versus implied purposes of evaluation, educators generally 
agree regarding its general purpose: to safeguard and improve the quality of in­
struction received by students (Bolton, 1973). The quality of the students' educa­
tion is directly proportional to the quality of instruction. There is, however, 
some diversity of thought on how to evaluate the quality of instruction and in­
structional performance. However, the four key questions that must always be 
answered are: what are the criteria, how high are the standards, how do you 
monitor and report progress, and how do you improve performance (Manatt, 
1988). Questions arise regarding the effectiveness of the current evaluation prac­
tices and approaches; the environmental factors influencing instructor évalua-
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don; the instrumentation presently being used; the instructor evaluation train­
ing being conducted, required, and needed; the use of incentive pay schemes; 
and the efficacy of the overall process. This diversity of thought and the ques­
tions that arise lead to a myriad of different evaluation models with an even 
greater array of instruments and levels of effectiveness. Despite the obvious dif­
ficulties, most two-year colleges must have a functioning evaluation system. 
Whether the mandate is professional, political, contractual, or legislative the 
two-year college is now expected to be able to point to some systematic procedure 
to monitor the performance of its instructors. The ultimate question for two-
year colleges is then: is there a totally reliable instructor evaluation system and if 
there is not, what cart be done to develop the most effective system possible? It is 
the purpose of this study to attempt to provide the baseline data necessary to an­
swer that question. 
Problem Statement 
At the time of this study, no evidence can be located that indicates that 
anyone knows what the two-year colleges in this country are doing in instructor 
performance appraisal. With the nation concerned with the quality of both pub­
lic school and postsecondary education, this study was undertaken to produce a 
set of data which would be used in the development of "state-of-the-art" instruc­
tor evaluation systems for the nation's two-year colleges. The problem of this 
study was to analyze the procedures and processes of instructor evaluation as 
they exist in 1989 in the target educational institutions and to classify them ac­
cording to the evaluation models established by McGreal (1983). Additionally, 
the relationship between the model used and the extent to which it satisfies the 
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personnel evaluation standards established by the Joint Committee on Standards 
for Educational Evaluation (Joint Committee, 1988) will be determined and ana­
lyzed. A wide variety of variables will be used to maximize the utility of the 
results. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purposes of this study were: 
1. To identify who supervises/evaluates whom, in a two-year college. To 
determine the normal span of control in a two-year college. To identify 
the duties of instructional leaders in two-year colleges. 
2. To determine the types of evaluations being done in the two-year col­
lege and classify them according to the McGreal taxonomy. 
3. To describe the instructor evaluation processes carried out by the two-
year post secondary institutions during the 1988-89 school year. 
4. To determine the educational, and technical backgrounds of those do­
ing the supervision/evaluation of instructors. 
5. To determine the average amount of evaluator training evaluators 
have. 
6. To establish a listing of the most prevalent guidelines or criteria for in­
structor evaluation used by local two-year post secondary institutions 
based on a review of the literature and an analysis of what is currently 
being used. 
7. To establish the relationships, if any, between the evaluation model 
used and its efficacy at meeting the personnel evaluation standards es­
tablished by the Joint Committee (1988). 
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8. To provide a further disaggregation of the data gathered by use of se­
lected variables to maximize the utility of the results. 
Objectives of the Study 
The objectives of this study were to: 
1. describe and analyze the procedures and processes of instructor 
evaluation in the U.S.A. according to the following criteria: 
a. the legislative involvement via state mandates, if any; 
b. the professional, political, or contractual mandates, if any; 
c the purposes and/or uses; 
d. the span of control of evaluators; 
e. the instructional leadership duties performed; 
f. the percentage of time evaluators spent on evaluations; 
g. the instruments, if any; 
h. the training, if any, of the evaluator; 
i. the methodology of data collection; 
j. the number and types of observations; 
k. the types and frequency of conferences, if any; 
1. the demographics about the evaluator, i.e. preparation; highest 
degree earned, area of degree, perceived need for more 
evaluator training, etc. ; 
m. the type of institution; 
n. the size of institution. 
2. classify and evaluate models of instructor evaluation according to 
those categories established by McGreal (1983). 
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3. established a rating of quality for each model relative to the specific 
standards for personnel evaluation established by the Joint Committee 
(1988). 
4. develop a data base of the most prominent practices and approaches 
used in "state-of-the-art" instructor performance appraisal. 
5. determine the variability of the sample, that is; the number supervised 
and evaluated, the types of instructors supervised and evaluated, and 
the level of expertise of those supervising and evaluating. 
Research Questions 
1. Who supervises whom and what? What is the span of control? What are 
each supervisors duties? 
a. Specifically - Who are the instructional leaders? 
b. How many instructors do they supervise and/or evaluate? 
c What other duties do these instructional leaders have 
responsibility for? 
2. What are the models of evaluation being utilized in the two-year college? 
a. Do the models used differ by type of institution or institutional 
size? 
b. What percentage of two-year colleges are utilizing a "pay for 
performance", "merit pay", "career ladder", or other type of 
incentive program? 
3. What are the elements of evaluation being used in instructor performance 
evaluation in two-year colleges? 
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a. What percentage of states mandate two-year college instructor 
evaluation? 
b. What percentage of two-year colleges require instructor 
evaluation? 
c Is the same instrument utilized for all instructors? 
d. To what extent is peer evaluation being utilized? 
e. To what extent is an academic council being utilized in two-year 
college evaluation? 
f. To what extent is student feedback being used for evaluation? 
g. To what extent are student achievement data being used for 
evaluation? 
h. Are outside evaluators being used? 
4, What are the educational and technical backgrounds of those doing the 
supervision of instructors? 
a. What percentage of the evaluators have had previous 
training in pedagogy? 
b. What are the highest degrees held by those doing 
instructor evaluation? 
5. What training does the evaluator have in evaluation? 
a. How many hours of evaluator training has the average 
evaluator had? 
b. What differences, if any, are there between the size and types of 
institutions in regard to the amount of training evaluators 
have? 
c Is certification in evaluation held by the majority of evaluators? 
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d. What is the perceived need for additional training in 
evaluation? 
6. Is the frequency of occurrence of the evaluation models in use dependent on 
the type of the two-year college? 
7. Is the frequency of occurrence of the evaluation models in use dependent on 
the size of the two-year college? 
8. Is there a relationship between the modal in use and the type or size of two-
year college? 
9. What are the efficacy ratings for each personnel standard? 
10. Are differences in the efficacy ratings on each personnel standard attributable 
to the model in use, or the type or size of two-year college? 
Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses were tested by this study: 
1. The distribution of models in use among the two-year colleges is indepen­
dent of the five types of two-year colleges. 
2. The distribution of models in use among the two-year colleges is indepen­
dent of the size of two-year colleges. 
3. There is no relationship between the model in use and the type or size of 
two-year college. 
4. There is no significant difference in the efficacy rating for each personnel 
standard between the evaluation models in use. 
5. There is no significant difference in the efficacy rating for each personnel 
standard between the types of two-year colleges. 
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6. There is no significant difference in the efficacy rating for each personnel 
standard between the sizes of two-year colleges. 
Assumptions 
This study was based upon the following assumptions: 
1. The act of imparting knowledge or skill to students, be it called teaching or 
instruction, is basically the same activity regardless of the grade level at-
tairunent of the students receiving the schooling. 
2. The respondents to the questionnaire provided complete and accurate 
information. 
3. Instructor evaluation is important in improving instructional ef­
fectiveness in the various two-year college teaching settings. 
4. A good instructor evaluation procedure is vital in identifying differences 
in instructional quality. 
5. The college presidents and chief executive officers surveyed would be 
knowledgeable about the most appropriate evaluator to contact. 
6. The evaluator contacted was knowledgeable about the evaluation system 
in their two-year college. 
Delimitations 
The following delimitations apply to this study: 
1. All the respondents in this study were be administrators in post-secondary 
two-year colleges. Thus generalizations of the findings to other popula­
tions or settings may not be appropriate. 
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2. This study was be limited to the evaluation documents, evaluation proce­
dures, and evaluation instruments of the instructor evaluation systems 
for the randomly selected sample of all the two-j^ear colleges as they exist 
in the 1988-89 school year, as well as any additional data gathered from the 
questionnaire and the review of literature. 
Terminology 
For the purposes of this study, the following definitions apply: 
Accountability - the responsibility to be answerable for specific happenings, costs, 
or performances. 
Administration - management of an organization through such actions as plan­
ning, staffing, motivating, directing, controlling, communicating, 
and evaluating. 
Artistic or Naturalistic Model - teacher evaluation model that views the act of 
teaching as an art. Teachers make judgments based largely on quali­
ties that unfold during the course of teaching; teaching is influenced 
by contingencies that are unpredictable; the ends achieved in teach­
ing are often created in process (Eisner, 1982). 
Assessment - the act of rating or describing a subject on some variable of interest 
(Joint Committee, 1988). 
Assessment procedure - any method used to rate or describe some characteristic 
of a subject (Joint Committee, 1988). 
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Audit (of an evaluation) - an independent examination and verification of the 
quality of an evaluation plan, the adequacy of its implementation, 
the accuracy of results, and the validity of conclusions. 
Behavior - specific, observable actions of an individual in response to internal 
and external stimuli (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Career ladder scale - an incremental pay scale through which a teacher advances 
as a result of favorable evaluations (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Classroom Instructor - any individual assigned to teach students in a specific 
curriculum area where the primary teaching activity occurs in a 
schoolroom fitted with traditional desks, tables, blackboards, etc. 
Clinical Instructor - any individual assigned to teach students in a specific cur­
riculum area where the primary teaching activity is associated with 
a hospital or medical setting. 
Clinical Supervision Model - teacher evaluation model that heavily emphasizes 
a collégial relationship between the teacher and the supervisor. It is 
an in-class approach which seeks to improve instruction and 
teacher development. It seeks to assist teachers to modify existing 
patterns of teaching in ways which the teacher observes (Sullivan, 
1980). 
Code (data) - to translate information into a set of quantitative or qualitative 
symbols (Norusis, 1983). 
Coefficient - a value expressing the degree to which some characteristic or rela­
tion exists in specified instances; e.g., the coefficient of correlation is 
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a value expressing the degree to which two variables vary concomi­
tantly (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Common Law Model - teacher evaluation model characterized by high supervi­
sor-low teacher involvement. It usually contains standardized cri­
teria, forces comparative judgments, and emphasizes summative 
evaluation (McGreal, 1983). 
Community College - a comprehensive, community-centered two-year college 
that sees its mission as that of providing educational opportunities 
and community services for all students. This includes occupa­
tional career education and college transfer education. 
Competency - a skill, knowledge, or experience that is suitable or sufficient for 
some purpose. 
Conclusions (of an evaluation) - final judgments and recommendations (Joint 
Committee, 1988). 
Conferencing - the skills of holding a conference with an employee for the pur­
poses of discussing, deliberating, and sharing gathered performance 
appraisal data. These skills may include praise, offering positive 
and negative feedback, counseling, conversing, conferring, and 
reprimand. 
Contextual variables - indicators or dimensions that are useful in describing the 
facts or circumstances that surround a particular job situation and 
influence a person's performance on that job (Joint Committee, 
1988). 
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Correlation - the degree to which two or more sets of measurements vary to­
gether; e.g., a positive correlation exists when high values on one 
scale are associated with high values on another (Hinkle et al., 
1979). 
Criteria of the evaluation - factors on which an employee is evaluated (Glueck, 
1982). 
Criterion - a measure of job performance, such as productivity, accident rate, ab­
senteeism, reject rate, or training score. It also includes subjective 
measures such as supervisory ratings (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Data - material gathered during the course of an evaluation which serves as the 
basis for information, discussion, and inference (Joint Committee, 
1988). 
Data analysis - the process of studying data to arrive at answers to questions (Joint 
Committee, 1988). 
Data collection procedures - any set of steps used to obtain quantitative or qualita­
tive information about the qualifications or performance of an 
individual (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Dependent variable - a measure (e.g., a student's performance on a test) that is 
assumed to vary as a result of some influence (often taken to be the 
independent variable), such as a student's instructional experience 
(Hinkle et al., 1979). 
Development and implementation - refers to the steps used in the evolvement 
and execution of an instructor evaluation program. 
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Evaluatee - the person whose performance is being evaluated. 
Evaluation - systematic investigation of the worth or merit of something; e.g., a 
person's qualifications or performance in a given role (Joint Com­
mittee, 1988). 
Evaluation svstem - a regularized structure and set of procedures by which an in­
stitution initiates, designs, implements, and uses evaluations of its 
personnel or programs (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Evaluator - the person who has responsibility for planning, conducting, and re­
porting evaluations. 
Feasibility - the extent to which an evaluation is appropriate and practical for 
implementation (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Formative evaluation - is ongoing, descriptive, nonjudgmental, and performed 
to help to teachers teach better (Manatt, 1988). 
Gain scores - the difference between a person's performance on a test and his or 
her performance on a subsequent administration of the same test 
(Joint Committee, 1988). 
Generalizabilitv - the extent to which information collected in one setting about a 
program, project, or instructional material can be used to reach a 
valid prediction of its utility and reliability in other settings (Joint 
Committee, 1988). 
Goals - statements dted as goals, objectives, and purposes of a teacher evaluation 
program. 
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Goal-setting Model - teacher evaluation model that emphasizes an indi­
vidualized approach to evaluation. Its steps include setting goals, 
working toward those goals, and reviewing progress toward the 
goals (McGreal, 1983). 
Incentive pav - compensation paid to employees for doing different kinds or 
amounts of work. Incentive pay plans may open new opportunities 
for professional development, or they may increase the volume of 
work tasks. Although some such plans require that employees be 
judged meritorious in order to participate, incentive pay differs 
from merit pay (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Informed consent - agreement by the participants in an evaluation that their 
names and/or confidential information supplied by them may be 
used in specified ways, for stated purposes, and in light of possible 
consequences prior to the collection and/or release of this informa­
tion in evaluation reports (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Instructor - a teacher. 
Instructor evaluation process - the formal and systematic approach utilized in as­
sessing the competence of an instructor. 
Instrument - an assessment device adopted, adapted, or constructed for the pur­
poses of the evaluation (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Tunior College - an educational institution offering a two-year course that is gen­
erally the equivalent of the first two-years of a four-year undergrad­
uate course. 
Laboratory Instructor - any individual assigned to teach students in a specific 
curriculum area where the primary teaching activity occurs in a 
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schoolroom equipped for instruction in scientific experimentation, 
research, or testing. 
Level of significance - a predetermined probability value used to decide whether 
the results occurred by chance (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Mean - the arithmetic average of a set of numbers. 
Measurement - a process of determining the level of performance on specific 
variables or criteria. 
Merit - excellence as assessed by intrinsic qualities or performance (Joint Com­
mittee, 1988). 
Merit pay - monetary compensation in the form of higher wages or salaries 
awarded to deserving employees - who may have the same job de­
scriptions and responsibilities as other employees not receiving 
merit pay - on the basis of verifiable superiority in the quality of 
their work performance. The differences in compensation, which 
may be one time bonuses or permanent pay increases, are usually 
based on annual systematic evaluations of employee performance 
(Joint Committee, 1988). 
Norm - a single value, or a distribution of values, constituting the typical per­
formance of a given group (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Objective evaluation - evaluation carried out in a way that minimizes error or 
bias due to the predilections of the evaluator (Joint Committee, 
1988). 
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Observability - the extent to which one can make systematic or scientific observa­
tion of phenomenon about personnel performance. 
Outside evaluator - an evaluator from outside the two-year college. 
Peer - person working with and at the same level as the employee (Glueck, 1982). 
Performance standard - a formal specification of the expected level of achieve­
ment in fulfilling a performance objective (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Personnel evaluation - the systematic assessment of a person's performance 
and/or qualifications in relation to a role and some specified, defen­
sible institutional purpose (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Personnel evaluation svstem - all of the rules, procedures, assignments, and 
other elements that an institution uses to evaluate its personnel 
(Joint Committee, 1988). 
Post-test - an instrument or process designed to assess performance after the ad­
ministration of a program or instructional material. 
Pre-test - an instrument or process designed to assess performance before the 
administration of a program or instructional material. 
Predictor - a measurable characteristic used to predict criterion performance; e.g., 
scores on a test or the judgments of interviewers (Joint Committee, 
1988). 
Procedures - specific steps used in the evaluation of instructors. 
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Process - a series of actions or operations used in achieving something. 
Product Model - teacher evaluation model that utilizes various measures of stu­
dent achievement as a measure of teacher competence (McGreal, 
1983). 
Productivity - the rate at which one can produce the desired results. 
Propriety - the extent to which an evaluation will be conducted legally, ethically, 
and with due regard for the welfare of those involved in the evalu­
ation as well as those affected by its results (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Quality - a characteristic or attribute of something as it relates to excellence. 
Qualitative information - facts and claims presented in narrative, not numerical, 
form (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Quantitative information - facts and claims represented by numbers (Joint 
Committee, 1988). 
Random sampling - drawing a number of items of any sort from a larger group 
or population, so that every individual item has the same (and in­
dependent) chance as any other to be chosen (Joint Committee, 
1988). 
Rating - a place assigned on a scale. 
Reliability - the relative extent to which the measurement procedures assign the 
same value to a characteristic of an individual each time that it is 
measured under essentially the same circumstances (McCall, 1986). 
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Sample - a part of a population. 
Score - any specific value in a range of possible values describing the assessment 
of an individual. 
Self-report instrument - a device in which persons make and report judgments 
about their own performance (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Shop Instructor - any individual assigned to teach students in a specific curricu­
lum area where the primary teaching activity occurs in a school­
room fitted with machinery and tools for instruction in the manual 
arts. 
Significant difference (statistically) - an observed difference between two statistics 
that probably did not occur by chance (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Standard - a principle commonly agreed to by experts in the conduct and use of 
evaluation by which to measure the value or quality of an evalua­
tion (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Standard score - a score that describes the location of a person's score within a set 
of scores in terms of distance from the mean in standard deviation 
units; it may include scores on certain derived scales (Joint Com­
mittee, 1988). 
Statistic - a summary number used typically to describe a characteristic of a 
sample. 
Subjective evaluation - an evaluation not open to verification by others not us­
ing public or communicable standards (Joint Committee, 1988). 
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Summative evaluation - at the end of a formative cycle, is comparative, judg­
mental and if the teacher is a subpar performer, it may be adjudica­
tive (Manatt, 1988). 
Teacher - any individual assigned to a specific grade, level and/or curriculum 
area with one or more regularly assigned student groups (Harris, 
1986). 
Teacher competence - refers to the repertoire of competencies a teacher possesses. 
Overall competence is a matter of the degree to which a teacher has 
mastered a set of individual competencies, some of which are more 
critical to a judgment of overall competence than others (Medley, 
1979). 
Teacher competency - refers to any single knowledge, skill, or professional value 
position, the possession of which is believed to be relevant to the 
successful practice of teaching. Competencies refer to specific things 
that teachers know, do, or believe but not to the effects of these at­
tributes on others (Medley, 1979). 
Teacher effectiveness - refers to the effect that the teacher's performance has on 
pupils. Teacher effectiveness depends not only on competence and 
performance, but also on the responses pupils make. Just as compe­
tence cannot predict performance under different situations, teacher 
performance cannot predict outcomes under different situations 
(Medley, 1979). 
Teacher performance - refers to what the teacher does on the job rather than to 
what she or he can do (that is, how competent she or he is). Teacher 
performance is specific to the job situation; it depends on the com­
petence of the teacher, the context in which the teacher works, and 
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the teacher's ability to apply his or her competencies at any given 
point in time (Medley, 1979). 
Technical College - a regional two-year college that provides highly technical 
training to learners that are pursuing a technician level career. 
Some learners may transfer to four-year colleges for further training 
as technologists. 
Utilitv - the extent to which an evaluation will serve the relevant information 
needs of evaluatees and other users (Joint Committee, 1988). 
Validitv - the extent to which the measurement procedures accurately reflect the 
variable being measured (McCall, 1986). 
Variabilitv - the extent to which scores in a distribution deviate from central ten­
dency or from one another (McCall, 1986). 
Variable - a characteristic that can take on different values. 
Vocational Trade College - a localized post-secondary institution that provides 
trade related training, apprenticeship training, and basic skills edu­
cation for those individuals primarily concerned with short term 
job readiness training. 
Vocational-Technical College - an area-wide two-year college that is devoted 
primarily to occupational training of a practical, technical, and semi-
technical nature. Little or no college transfer education takes place. 
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CHAPTER n. REVffiW OF LITERATURE 
"Teaching is too important to too many to be conducted without a 
critical inquiry into its worth" 
Millman, 1981 
Introduction 
There have been many words put to paper about the evaluation of those 
who teach. Many opinions exist as to the value of, need for, and purpose of fac­
ulty evaluation. Indeed, the casual observer would have difficulty identifying 
commonalties among evaluation systems. However, there does appear to be 
some central elements of the evaluation process. This study will briefly investi­
gate the historical, legal, ethical, and applicational considerations of those 
processes. 
Background of the Problem 
Historical Considerations 
The development of the two-year colleges of this country has spanned a 
great number of years. Historians believe the roots of the two-year, postsec-
ondary institutions to be entangled with our need to expand educational oppor­
tunities beyond the secondary level. During our period of rapid population 
growth, increased secondary school completion rates, emerging technological 
advancements, and a growing information base the universities could not ac­
commodate the large and diverse population of new students. As a result, the 
two-year, postsecondary institutions were spawned and have grown to be a ma­
jor contributor to the American system of higher education. 
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Since the roots of the two-year colleges are in the secondary school systems 
it follows that the faculty evaluation processes are also rooted there. Among 
those processes are administrative classroom observation, lesson plan analysis, 
methods review, and others. However, as the process of evolution continued, 
community college faculty started bringing in the model of peer evaluation from 
their colleagues in the four-year colleges and universities. In addition, many of 
them added student feedback to the process. Instructional improvement was a 
self-directed activity. Only those motivated to improve chose to act on the feed­
back of peers, administrators and students. Seldom, if ever, were poor perform­
ing instructors called to task. Generally, any evidence of classroom performance 
or student achievement satisfied evaluators. The reason for this was probably 
the uncertainty of criteria for evaluation, the lack of standards, or the absence of 
adequate monitoring and reporting schema. As the early use of these various 
processes of evaluation grew there was no consistency from college to college and 
sometimes no consistency from faculty member to faculty member within a spe­
cific college. 
As partnerships between two-year, postsecondary institutions and business 
and industry became more commonplace, the administrators of educational in­
stitutions saw that the organized, systematic evaluation procedures used by their 
counterparts in the private sector were effective and valuable. Hence, the two-
year, postsecondary institutions adopted and adapted various processes of the 
business and industry models. In fact, faculty evaluation was and still is consid­
ered a measure of organizational productivity. Ratcliff (1984) concluded that fac­
ulty evaluation can and should be a means for gathering information on the 
productivity of a community college. 
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Research on the current systems, processes and models of faculty evalua­
tion is fragmented at best. A few case studies of isolated elements of various ex­
isting evaluation procedures have found their way into the journals but by and 
large no attempt has been made to collect data on a national level or to identify 
current practices throughout the network of two-year, postsecondary institutions. 
Historically, there are three approaches to the evaluation of personnel: (1) 
the characteristics of the individual, (2) the products attributed to the individual, 
and (3) the processes used by the individual (Harris et al., 1979). When referring 
to the characteristics of the individual, Harris had in mind such relatively easy-
to-measure qualities as knowledge of the subject or accepted professional prac­
tices, grade-point averages, college hours or degrees held, and years of profes­
sional experience. Some of these items, such as, grade-point averages and 
knowledge, are legitimate considerations at the time of initial employment but 
not in evaluating a person on the job. Evaluation of personnel on a product ba­
sis has a lot of appeal. In fact, it is the only direct way to evaluate an individual's 
performance because the other methods are based on the assumption of a rea­
sonably high correlation with products. In the long run, products are what 
schooling is all about, so we must validate whatever we do by showing their rela­
tionships to outcomes. 
The terms teacher and instructor have sometimes been used to denote the 
positional difference between public school faculty and two-year, postsecondary 
faculty. It is my contention that the activities of teachers and instructors are sim­
ilar enough that their titles can be interchanged and this review of literature will 
not attempt to maintain a strict alignment with the traditional semantics. 
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The evaluation of teacher/instructor performance has been the topic of 
various books, the theme of numerous conferences, and the focus of countless 
articles. Certainly, the question of how to appraise the quality of teaching and 
teachers has been raised for as many years as there have been organized educa­
tional institutions. Popham (1975) attempts to put educational evaluation in 
perspective: 
Most thinking people have always praised evaluation, at least in the 
abstract, as an intellectually defensible activity. Only the charlatan 
or the incompetent, it would seem has reason to fear the effects of 
evaluation. Through the centuries, therefore, our most capable 
scholars have recommended that human beings engage in evalua­
tive operations.... Evaluation has historically been viewed, and 
quite properly so, as an integral activity of a rational approach to 
life. 
Teacher performance evaluation in public schools is a relatively recent 
phenomenon. A recent review of the history of teacher evaluation noted that 
there was very little serious attention given to this topic until the 1970s and that 
the previous two decades were marked by self-evaluation, ceremonial congratu­
lations, and neglect (Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983). In the years be­
fore the Eisenhower presidency, the teacher was seldom observed in the teaching 
process by an administrator. Likewise peer evaluation or other methods were ba­
sically not in use. Occasionally some zealous school board member would pay 
the classroom a visit, but probably had no training in teacher evaluation. From 
these humble beginnings teacher evaluation has evolved into various processes 
and systems. The current reform movements have placed additional demands 
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on improving the outcomes of schooling with teacher evaluation targeted as a 
focal point for these betterment efforts. 
The intensive national scrutiny currently being performed and applied in 
the quest for better schools will likely provide an approach to teacher perfor­
mance evaluation which maximizes accountability. However, there is much 
concern that this objective may not be reached jointly with the broader goal of 
school improvement. Researchers Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease (1983) 
explain the external pressures on schools and internal environmental organiza­
tional factors contribute to a school's receptivity and willingness to design a 
teacher performance evaluation system. They argue that "successful teacher 
evaluation requires consistent and shared views of the teaching-learning process 
and of the organizational context in which teacher evaluation takes place". The 
importance of similar "enabling conditions" were described by McLaughlin and 
Pfeifer (1986) when they hinged a successful evaluation process on a district's or­
ganizational environment. They believe the success of a teacher performance 
evaluation process depends upon the degree to which a district's organizational 
environment exhibits: "mutual trust between teachers and administrators, open 
charmel communication, commitment to individual and instructional learning, 
visibility of evaluation activities and associated learning efforts". 
The historical ties between public schools and postsecondary two-year col­
leges would indicate that this same press for accountability, for educational im­
provement, for mutual trust, and for consistent standards will be shared by both 
educational levels. This strong linkage requires that this review of literature 
consider not only the pertinent two-year college materials but also some selected 
public school literature. 
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Much of the significant research focused on teacher evaluation has been 
conducted at Iowa State University in the department of professional studies, 
educational administration section. This research has been centered around the 
four key questions of teacher evaluation cited earlier and the question of who 
should be evaluating whom. The research focused on the query about who 
should evaluate is directly or indirectly addressed by several researchers 
(Pinckney, 1982; Look, 1983; Darnell, 1984; Judkins, 1987; Mueller, 1987; Lueders, 
1987; and Dzyacky, 1988). Some of the answers to the question of criteria can be 
found in a number of unpublished doctoral dissertations produced within the 
educational administration section of Iowa State University (Cameron, 1973; Hi-
dlebaugh, 1973; Frudden, 1980; Allen, 1985; Noriega, 1987; and Uhl, 1988). 
Standards have long been a topic of study. At least six Iowa State University 
researchers sought to contribute knowledge in this area (Cameron, 1973; Garcia, 
1980; Rucker, 1981; Westerberg, 1983; Harrington, 1984; and Peterson, 1988). How 
one monitors and reports progress has been the topic of another group of 
researchers (Edwards, 1985; Semones, 1987; Stevenson, 1987; Floden, 1987; and 
Wicks, 1988). Finally, a good deal of research has focused on attempting to 
answer the question of how to improve instructional performance (Faast, 1982; 
Rauhauser, 1983; Schycker, 1983; Mitchell, 1985; Spencer, 1985; Licklider, 1986; 
Nance, 1986; and Rice, 1986). 
Legal Considerations 
Correctly performed instructor evaluation has successfully been up held in 
the courts on numerous occasions (Lovain, 1984; Piele, 1979; Piele, 1981; Piele, 
1983; Strike and Bull, 1981). Most of the legal actions have been centered around 
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various terminations of faculty members, both non-tenured and tenured. 
Academic administrators have gained support in the courts in recent years. 
Indeed, many of the legal decisions support administrative decisions to 
terminate incompetent tenured faculty. Such support for terminating tenured 
faculty should destroy the myth that tenure makes it impossible to dismiss 
faculty. 
Strike and Bull (1981) summarize five indirect implications relative to 
teacher evaluation procedures which may lead to the termination of teachers: 
First, evaluations should be undertaken on a regular basis. Second, 
permanent records of the results of evaluations should be main­
tained. Third, teachers should be informed of the evaluation re­
sults, including access to their personnel file. These policies allow 
evaluation to used to establish the irremediable nature of the de­
fects upon which a judgment of incompetence is based. Fourth, 
teachers should be given an opportunity to enter explanations and 
clarifications of or objections to particular evaluation findings into 
their personnel record at the time at which those findings are filed. 
Fifth, the evaluation records should be kept confidential (p. 339). 
While the courts have acknowledged tenure to be a property interest of a 
faculty position — with the assurance that dismissal procedures must conform to 
the requirements of due process — they have also affirmed with consistency that 
colleges and public schools can terminate faculty for adequate cause. They have, 
however, affirmed such cases only where they have found that proper proce­
dures were followed and evidence of a sound evaluation process. 
The intent of faculty evaluation in two-year, postsecondary institutions 
has been to make instructors aware of their strengths and weaknesses, with the 
expectation that they would modify their behavior. The concept of faculty eval­
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uation has evolved from being a threat to becoming a common and expected oc­
currence. Twenty years ago, measuring faculty performance varied from college 
to college and was even non-existent in some colleges. However, at a time when 
collective bargaining is popular; when questions of legality prevail; and when 
retention, accountability, and effectiveness are prevalent concerns, faculty evalu­
ation has become a timely issue. 
The art of faculty evaluation in community colleges appears to be no art at 
all. Cohen and Drawer (1982) point out how, as faculty gained more power as 
they broke off from the lower schools, they made evaluation plans more com­
plex. In fact, they refer to evaluation procedures becoming more complicated 
and gaining "labyrinthine complexity". 
In Foleno v. Board of Education of the Township of Bedminister (Piele, 
1979) the court said "The board has the duty, in furnishing a thorough and effi­
cient education, to evaluate the performances of its employees and to staff its 
classrooms with skillful and effective teachers" (p. 11). Even thought the Foleno 
V. Board of Education of the Township of Bedminister decision was at the public 
school level its precedent reaches the postsecondary level in that the board has 
the duty to evaluate its employees and to staff its classrooms with competent, 
skilled teachers. 
One of the many purposes of evaluation is to remove incompetent faculty 
members. The following is a summary of court cases that supported administra­
tive movement to terminate faculty for reasons of incompetence. Such cases 
break down the stereotype that tenure protects incompetent faculty from dis­
missals. The Missouri Supreme Court considered the dismissal of a tenured ju­
nior college insfructor for incompetency, inefficiency, and insubordination in 
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Saunders v. Reorganized School District No. 2 of Osage County. The court up­
held the dismissal and held that the charge of inefficiency was supported by evi­
dence of the plaintiffs manner of teaching (Lovain, 1984). In Chung v. Park, a 
tenured instructor was dismissed on grounds of intransigence in dealing with 
his supervisors, especially because of poor teaching. The federal district court 
held that the allegations were supported by substantial evidence (Lovain, 1984). 
Even at the four year university level poor teaching is grounds for dismissal. In 
Jarva v. Fayetteville University, a tenured professor was dismissed for, inter alia, 
poor teaching, being unprepared for classes, and poor relations with students. 
His civil rights challenge to the dismissal was rejected by the court (Lovain, 1984). 
The above cases were summarized by Lovain, who points out that the 
cases show "the courts will defer to the expertise of academic administrators" 
when charges of incompetence in teaching "are supported by substantial and rel­
evant evidence" (p. 423). 
Piele has summarized a number of other cases relative to instructor per­
formance appraisal. Excerpts of summary statements include: 
...negotiation of evaluative criteria is against public policy because 
retention or promotion of teachers is a management prerogative 
(Piele, 1979). 
...it is settled by law in most states that only the board hires and only 
the board fires (Piele, 1979). 
...on the basis that substantial evidence of unfitness to teach, partic­
ularly evidence of lack of student progress, the court supported the 
administrative hearing record and upheld termination of a nine­
teen year tenured instructor (Piele, 1981). 
...in reviewing the entire record, the high court found that substan­
tial evidence supported four major teaching deficiencies: (1) exces­
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sive use of worksheets, (2) lack of rapport, (3) lack of appropriate 
student discipline, and (4) lack of student progress. The latter ba­
sis, lack of student progress, was specifically related to express statu­
tory grounds for discharge under Minnesota law (Piele, 1983). 
...in affirming dismissal, the appellate court noted that the instruc­
tor's deficiencies were long standing and represented fundamental 
teaching inadequacies. The notice provided was appropriate and 
the period of remediation was reasonable for correction of the defi­
ciencies. The court's reliance on classroom observation reports il­
lustrates the considerable weight courts give to the evidentiary 
value of these records (Piele, 1983). 
It now becomes extremely important that a well documented case leading 
to a board of trustees decision to fire a faculty or academic support person not be 
lost because of procedural mismanagement. If a state has a legislated tenure law 
spelling out the "Dismissal of Tenured Faculty Member for Cause," it should be 
followed step-by-step. For example, the Illinois Community College Tenure Law 
has such a provision and has the following requirements in it: 
1. The board must first approve a motion by a majority vote of all 
its members. 
2. The specific charges for dismissal shall be confidential but shall 
be issued to the faculty member upon request. 
3. The board decision shall be final unless the tenured faculty 
member within ten days requests in writing to the board that a 
hearing be scheduled. 
4. Such notice shall contain a bill of particulars. 
5. All testimony at the hearing shall be taken under oath adminis­
tered by the hearing officer. 
6. The hearing officer shall, with reasonable dispatch, make a deci­
sion as to whether or not the tenured member shall be dismissed 
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and shall give a copy of the decision to both the tenured faculty 
member and the board. 
7. The decision of the hearing officer shall be final and binding 
(Andrews, 1985). 
There are other procedural statements in the law as to how to select a hearing 
officer, subpoena witnesses, etc. 
Ethical Considerations 
Knowledge of ethical issues that include due process, discrimination, va­
lidity, reliability and inference will assist educational administrators in rework­
ing evaluation systems to meet legal and ethical requirements (Peterson, 1983). 
According to Schurr (1982), "A code of ethics must legitimate the interests of aca­
demics by showing, at least, that good academic practice is auditable, serves soci­
ety at large, and avoids conflicts of interest; is instructionally effective and evalu-
atively responsible; and is differentiated according to specializations, whose 
competencies are certified and relationships specified." 
Ethics and, increasingly, the law require certain other steps when possibly 
unfavorable personnel action is contemplated. These include: 
(1) a chance to review the evidence and react to it 
(2) a chance to scrutinize the chain of argument from the evidence to the 
unfavorable conclusion 
(3) advance warning that provides time for improvement and a clear de­
scription of what degree of improvement will be satisfactory (This 
should not be taken to mean that the administration must provide a 
sure-fire remedy — because that is not always possible — but only a 
dear definition of what would constitute acceptable performance.) 
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(4) the above events to be recorded as having occurred on specified dates, 
preferably with the log signed of by both parties (This is the "audit 
trail" requirement.) 
(5) since age will be disallowed as a criterion, we urgently need a sound 
evaluation system that can be used throughout the tenured years. Of­
ten a reduction in load, and salary, and a change of title is die kindest 
move, but it must be done using a system applied to everyone re­
gardless of age, or it will be disallowed, and rightly so. "Applied" 
means enforced, pantomimed, on younger tenured teachers (Scriven, 
1981). 
A particularly important, but largely unstudied, problem of ethics as they 
pertain to the work of the educational evaluator is the consideration of the ap­
propriate course of action to take when approached with inducements to bias, 
change or eliminate the results of an evaluation. There are all sorts of sticky de­
cisions to be made by the evaluator. Some of these will unquestionably involve 
moral choices. Some of the moral implications of the decision alternatives to be 
encountered are so obvious that any person would know the difference between 
right and wrong. For instance, is it correct to suppress the results of a negative 
evaluation study because an instructor (who would perhaps be discharged as a 
consequence) offers the free summer use of a lake cottage in Canada? Or how 
about the meat from a deer he has hunted or new curtains for your office she has 
sewn? A moral person would reach a quick negative decision on each, some op­
tions of the evaluator will involve ethical choices that are not so transparent. 
Popham (1975) discusses the ethics of surreptitiously gathering measurements on 
people. "Some persons consider the invasion of privacy to be so intrinsically 
reprehensible that it is ethically repugnant under any circumstances. Some per­
sons believe that the end (improvement of the quality of education) justifies the 
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means (surreptitious observation). Other people don't think that there is any­
thing basically evil about collecting measurements surreptitiously." 
Ideally, with such debatable ethical questions, the educational evaluator 
could consult documents in which the pros and cons of various positions have 
been examined by individuals well versed in the moral implications of such 
choices. Hopefully, in the future, we will see the appearance of such compila­
tions. But for now, at least, evaluators are pretty much on their own in the ethi­
cal arena. The best idea, at least for the present, would be to have the evaluator 
engage in a fair amount of personal analysis of the moral suitability of various 
stances, then solicit the reactions of colleagues regarding such issues. By delib­
erately trying to think through the ethical considerations involved, alone and in 
consultation, the educational evaluator will probably come up with a more de­
fensible ethical position than would have been adopted under immediate pres­
sures for action. 
Applicational Considerations 
It becomes incumbent upon educational evaluators to consider carefully 
the factors associated with a successful instructor performance appraisal process. 
A lesson can easily be taken from the experiences of public schools. Many factors 
have been at play in the public schools for, in some cases, longer than some two-
year colleges have been in existence. From a practical viewpoint it is vitally im­
portant that training be provided to the instructor and the administrator. 
A number of researchers have concluded that training in evaluation is 
critical to successful instructor performance appraisal (McGreal, 1983; Stiggens 
and Bridgeford, 1985; Weber, 1987). The emphasis on fair, rigorous, and relevant 
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evaluations points to the need for well-trained administrative evaluators to 
carry out such an important charge in the higher education institutions. 
No less important a place should be assigned to the formal involvement 
in the evaluation design phase of what Manatt (1987b) calls stakeholders' 
committees. These committees are usually composed of teachers, administra­
tors, board members, parents, patrons, and, sometimes, students and serve as the 
designers of the content and procedures of the teacher performance evaluation. 
These involvements provide much needed mutual trust and ownership be­
tween teacher and administrator — a key ingredient for successful process design. 
Additionally, a report published by the Rand Corporation reported several 
of the application based problems which have consistently surfaced in the 
literature. The most significant are summarized below: 
1. Differences in teacher evaluation process design were 
substantial. 
2. The researchers agree that certain organizational climate produces a 
greater readiness for the design of a teacher evaluation process, but, 
little agreement is available to suggest practice. 
3. There is little consensus about what design process results 
in successful teacher evaluation. 
4. Only a few districts had teacher evaluation processes that appeared to 
represent a well-developed system in which external and internal 
environmental demands were balanced to facilitate the attainment of 
both improvement and accountability. 
5. The process of teacher evaluation design is an under conceptualized 
and underdeveloped activity (Wise et al., 1984). 
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The practical application considerations for two-year colleges are virtually 
the same as those for public schools. The search for literature relative to evalua­
tion considerations for two-year colleges has unearthed only a very small 
amount of information. Some descriptions of various evaluation systems do, 
however, shed some light on what the essential elements of two-year college 
evaluation might be. In describing the full-time faculty evaluation system at 
North County Community College, Poole and Dellow (1983) use the following 
indices as measures of instructor effectiveness: 
1. Motivating students toward superior achievement within his or her 
courses; 
2. Generating an enthusiasm in and establishing rapport with students; 
3. Presenting material in an orderly and preplanned method compatible 
with the stated objectives of the course. The level and intensity of the 
instruction should be compatible with course and curriculum objec­
tives; 
4. Making maximum use of library resources, audiovisual aids, labora­
tory equipment, and so on; 
5. Using a variety of teaching techniques to achieve the desired objec­
tives; 
6. Evaluating student performance adequately and equitably within the 
framework of the defined grading policy of the college; 
7. Keeping course materials, including textbook selection and reference 
reading lists, up to date; 
8. Providing sufficient time to assist students on an individual basis and 
encouraging students to take advantage of such assistance; 
9. Providing instruction in such a way that it is effective to the greatest 
possible number of people (Poole and Dellow, 1983) 
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Carl Sandburg College in Illinois uses a four-part, non-tenured faculty 
evaluation system. It doesn't spell out the weight to be given to the four mam 
input factors of: (1) peer evaluation, (2) student evaluation, (3) faculty profes­
sional report, and (4) supervisory evaluation. Their flow chart would indicate 
that each of the four factors carry an equal weight (Carl Sandburg College, p. 9, in 
Andrews 1985). 
The College of DuPage has not had a collective bargaining process in de­
veloping its procedures for evaluation. In its procedures on tenured faculty de­
velopment, a faculty member's written statement (self-evaluation) and a student 
rating questionnaire provide the major sources of information to be used in the 
formal evaluation conference. DuPage's non-tenured evaluation procedures 
require both student and self-evaluation but make classroom visitations optional 
(Andrews, 1985). 
The University of Florida sponsored a three-year National Faculty Evalua­
tion Project for Community and Junior Colleges to assist eight community col­
leges to develop stronger faculty evaluation systems (Smith, 1983). The following 
is a summary of some of the elements which have been included in several of the 
evaluation systems that have been set up as a result of the University of Florida 
project (pp. 9-15): 
1. Arapahoe Community College (Littleton, CO) 
a. Annual self-evaluation 
b. Annual student evaluations of teaching faculty 
c Peer evaluation every third year 
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2. Gateway Technical Institute (Racine, WI) 
The instructors formally evaluated in this system will have three 
evaluations (Minimum): 
a. One by the instructor's coordinator 
b. Two others to be selected from student evaluations, self-
evaluation, or a supervisor's evaluation. 
3. Patrick Henry Community College (Martinsville, VA) 
The following is a numerical / percentage breakout on Patrick Heruy 
Community College's evaluation component of "teaching 
performance" which carries a weight of 70% in the overall evaluation 
process: 
Min Component Student Self Supervisor 
70% 1. Teaching Performance, or 65% 35% 0% 
2. Teaching, including class- 40% 30% 30% 
room observation. 
This system works from the premise that all personnel holding faculty 
rank are presumed to possess the necessary professional qualifications to perform 
satisfactory in their positions, and that a "satisfactory" is expected of all faculty. It 
is interesting to note the large percentage weighted toward student input. 
Smith (1983) points out that the faculty members under this system have 
the option of including classroom observation data from the supervisor in the 
evaluation plan but "most of the colleges in the University of Florida project ... 
have placed less emphasis on classroom observations as a form of faculty évalua-
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tion." He suggests that the trend away from classroom visitations may be due to 
the research by Centra (1979) which supposedly was found to be highly 
unreliable. 
The "Agreement" between the Los Angeles Community College District 
and its local AFT calls for regular employees (those who have completed proba­
tionary status) to be evaluated at least once every two academic years. Their pro­
cedures include: (1) peer evaluation, which uses student evaluations as part of 
its review process; and (2) administrative evaluation. Student evaluations are 
given more weight than any other part of their evaluation system which in­
cludes administrative in-class evaluation. In a system that gives more weight to 
unsophisticated student responses than it gives to its professional evaluators 
will, undoubtedly, fire very few incompetent faculty members. 
Cohen and Drawer (1982) pointed out that, while some contracts mandated 
evaluation procedures for all faculty in a given institution (or state system), 
"faculty bargaining units leaned considerably more in the direction of protecting 
their members than toward enhancing professional performance." 
In its summary on tenure and post-tenure evaluation, the National 
Commission on Higher Education Issues stated: 
The Commission strongly affirms the continuing importance of 
faculty tenure as an essential instrument to protect academic free­
dom, and thereby ensure the highest quality in teaching and re­
search. 
But the time has come for campus administrations and faculties to 
review and, if needed, revise their procedures in order to assure 
themselves and the public that the procedures will produce fair, 
rigorous, and relevant evaluations (Fleming, 1982). 
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In discussing faculty development, Sevan (1980) says, "It is recognized that 
faculty evaluation can be an important aspect of faculty development." The rea­
son he believes so is because, "such evaluation can reinforce personal growth and 
instructional improvement throughout a faculty member's career. "In one 
sense," he goes on to say, "the primary goals of faculty evaluation are identical to 
those of faculty development, i.e., the improvement of college teaching and the 
improvement of student learning" (p. 3). 
The improvement of instruction in education has to be of prime impor­
tance. Governing Boards are in a position to make sure that it reaches such a 
level of high importance! Evaluation for persons who are to be considered for 
continued employment, tenure, salary advancements, promotion opportunities 
and merit recognition should begin very early. Such evaluation will assist the 
person to know if his or her level of preparation, organization, student expecta­
tions, etc., are at the level the individual college or secondary school expects of its 
faculty or academic support personnel. It should lead to both oral and written 
evaluation reports for improvement, encouragement, and recognition of good ef­
forts. 
Reaction to evaluation will help provide the true test of how a person 
wants to fit into the institution. Positive reaction to suggestions and criticism 
followed by some action to remediate any defects or concerns is a good indication 
that the individual is concerned, flexible, and capable of improving his or her 
performance. Negative and defensive reactions, followed by a "business-as-be-
fore" attitude also warns an administrator about some important personality 
traits with which one should be concerned. 
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Is there evidence that performance evaluation is not working in education 
at any level, that millions of dollars and precious human resources are not being 
used effectively? The review of literature for this study of over 100 articles and 
books on performance evaluation in education shows tremendous potential but 
a host of problems. There appears to be more positive elements on the public 
school's side of the ledger than there are on the two-year, postsecondary side. 
Public schools have not had to wrestle with the issue of academic freedom as of­
ten as their counterparts, nor have they had to be as responsive to classroom en­
rollments or the lack thereof. Further, most two-year, postsecondary school's 
have been built around an educational model that has incorporated a number of 
business and industry practices and philosophies, many of which were quality 
centered and product oriented and therefore tended to look more at the student 
outcome than the teachers performance, i.e., did the student get a job or did (s)he 
get accepted at a four year college without losing college credits. 
McGreal's Models 
In 1983 the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development 
published a landmark book by Thomas L. McGreal entitled Successful Teacher 
Evaluation. McGreal identified a taxonomy of evaluation models by gleaning 
the literature and researching the common practices of teacher evaluators. He 
was able to demonstrate that five distinct models existed. He further demon­
strated that virtually every evaluation process could be classified as one of the 
five models. The models are the Common Law Model, Goal-setting Model, 
Product Model, Clinical Supervision Model, and Artistic Model. Since this study 
seeks to classify the evaluation processes currently being utilized by two-year col­
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leges in the United States of America according to these categories established by 
McGreal, each of the five models are discussed here-in-after. 
Common Law Model 
The model is characterized by high supervisor-low teacher involvement. 
Evaluation is seen as synonymous with observation. This model has similar pro­
cedures for tenured and non-tenured faculty members. The major emphasis is 
on summative evaluation. Formative evaluation is either non-existent or co­
incidental. Generally the Common Law Model has required instruments that 
force comparative judgments to be made between and among people. Consis­
tently, this model is further characterized by the existence of standardized criteria, 
most of which are not research based but have evolved with the instrument over 
time (McGreal, 1983, pp. 10,11). McGreal states: "the label 'common law' is used 
to describe certain evaluation systems since most districts who employ this form 
of evaluation have done so for so long that they have finally married it by for­
malizing the procedures" (p. 9). 
Goal-setting Model 
The model is characterized by an emphasis on an individualized approach 
to evaluation. Instructors and evaluators meet and confer to set and monitor 
goals. Generally, no checklist of criteria is used. Self-evaluation may be a com­
ponent of this model. 
The basic assumption underlying the goal-setting model is that when one 
formulates or participates in the formulation of performance goals that they will 
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have a clearer understanding of what is expected of them. This model is paper 
intensive and nearly impossible to use for ranking instructors (pp. 14-18). 
Product Model 
The model is characterized by evaluation that is based upon the results or 
outcomes of student achievement tests or on competency - based evaluations, 
but not on methods, styles, or processes. Generally, the instruments for assessing 
student growth are norm - referenced tests and criterion referenced tests. This is 
a very controversial model because of the use of student performance as a 
method for assessing instructor performance (pp. 18-19). 
Using student achievement as a measure of instructor competence rests 
on the assumption that enhancing student learning is an important function of 
teaching (Millman, 1981, p. 146). Certainly the methods used for measuring stu­
dent learning gains are important to this model as are issues such as the use of 
tests and the influences of the classroom. There is, however, growing support 
for the use of student performance data for input in the formative evaluation of 
instructors. McGreal further suggests that those committed to improving in­
struction should include the use of student performance data as a component of 
summative evaluation. 
Clinical Supervision Model 
The model is characterized by a close relationship between the instructor 
and the supervisor with emphasis on collégial rather than authoritarian orienta­
tion. It takes its principal data from the classroom and is designed to improve 
the instructor's performance. Since the focus includes formative as well as 
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summative evaluation the expectations of this model include greater teacher 
motivation and improvement (pp. 25-29). 
There is general agreement (Goldhammer, 1969; Cogen, 1973; Acheson 
and Gall, 1980) that the sequence of clinical supervision contains five stages: 
1. Pre-Observation conference 
2. Observation of teaching 
3. Analysis and strategy 
4. Post-observation conference 
5. Post-conference analysis 
Manatt (1988) has enhanced this clinical supervision model by expanding the cy­
cle to include more opportunities for feedback in the formative phase and by 
providing for various supporting and supplemental data to be included in an 
evaluation portfolio. 
Artistic or Naturalistic Model 
This model is characterized by a belief that teaching is an art; that the qual­
ity of the performance the instructor exhibits is likened to an aesthetic expe­
rience. The evaluation is more subjective and, perhaps, less precise. This ap­
proach for evaluation relies on the supervisor's appreciation for the artistic and 
natural abilities of the instructor's teaching performance. In such an approach to 
evaluation, the individual supervisor is the instrument through which what 
has gone on in the classroom is percieved. The major aim is to improve the 
quality of educational life in school. 
This model assumes that the performance quality of the teaching act is 
directly proportional to the level of student learning. That is, the more 
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aesthetically pleasing the instructors performance, the better job the instructor is 
doing and the more the students are learning. 
The Personnel Evaluation Standards 
Another landmark publication. The Personnel Evaluation Standards, was 
released in 1988 by the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evalua­
tion, Daniel L. Stufflebeam Chair. This book is a guide for assessing or develop­
ing systems for evaluating education personnel. It presents and elaborates 
twenty-one standards by which to plan and assess systems for evaluating teach­
ers, professors, administrators, counselors, and other educators. The twenty-one 
standards are divided into four general categories that correspond to four basic at­
tributes of sound evaluation: propriety, utility, feasibility, and accuracy. Basi­
cally, the standards require that evaluations be proper, useful, feasible, and 
accurate. 
The standards focus on systems used to evaluate the performance and quali­
fications of individuals. Moreover, they are intended to apply to a broad range of 
existing techniques (including observation, interview, applied performance tests, 
licensure tests, professional skills tests, development of a portfolio, supervisor 
assessment, peer assessment, and student assessment) and to new evaluation 
approaches as they are developed. The standards were developed by a Joint 
Committee with representatives from fourteen major professional associations 
concerned with education (Joint Committee, 1988). There was, however, no 
representative of the two-year colleges. Therefore, since the two-year colleges 
were left out this study will be useful in establishing the validity of the standards 
for two-year colleges. 
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The need for sound evaluation of education personnel is clear. Educational 
institutions must use evaluation to select, retain, and develop qualified person­
nel and to manage and facilitate their work. Clearly, the need for personnel 
evaluations in educational institutions is pervasive, important, and multi-
faceted. 
According to Chairman Stufflebeam the function of the standards is to cor­
rect deficiencies in current practice and present educators and policy board mem­
bers with a widely shared view of general principles for developing and assessing 
sound, acceptable personnel evaluation procedures and with practical advice for 
implementing them. 
In its original report the Committee defined personnel evaluation as, "the 
systematic assessment of a person's performance and/or qualifications in rela­
tion to a professional role and some specified and defensible institutional pur­
pose (Joint Committee, 1981, p. 12)." In this 1988 report they reaffirm the same 
definition (Joint Committee, 1988, pp. 8-9). 
Five major assumptions guided the Committee's work. First, the funda­
mental purpose of personnel evaluation or any other education activity must be 
to provide effective services to students and society. Second, personnel evalua­
tion practices should be constructive and free of unnecessarily threatening or 
demoralizing characteristics. Third, personnel evaluations are vital for plarming 
sound professional development experiences. Fourth, disagreements about what 
constitutes good teaching, good administration, and good research may compli­
cate personnel evaluation. Fifth, personnel evaluations vary in complexity and 
importance; consequently, applications of the standards may be crucial in some 
circumstances but out of place or even counterproductive in others (pp. 8-9). 
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The Committee also provides two points of clarification. First, the stan­
dards present criteria for judging evaluation plans, procedures, and reports. Sec­
ond, the standards were developed for use in the United States. 
The Propriety Standards are aimed at protecting the rights of persons af­
fected by an evaluation, including student, instructors, counselors, administra­
tors, and evaluators. Overall, the Propriety Standards require that evaluations be 
conducted legally, ethically, and with due regard for the welfare of students, 
other clients, and educators. 
The five Utility Standards are intended to guide evaluations so that they 
will be informative, timely, and influential. The Utility Standards also require 
that evaluations be focused on predetermined uses, such as informing selection 
and tenure decisions or providing direction for staff development, and that they 
be conducted by persons with appropriate expertise and credibility. In general, 
these standards view personnel evaluation as an integral part of an institution's 
ongoing effort to recruit outstanding staff members, and, through timely and rel­
evant evaluative feedback, to encourage and guide them to deliver high quality 
service. 
The three Feasibility Standards promote evaluations that are efficient, easy 
to use, viable in the face of social, political, and governmental forces and con­
straints, and that will be adequately funded. 
The eight Accuracy Standards aim at determining whether an evaluation 
has produced sound information about an educator's qualifications or 
performance. The overall rating of a personnel evaluation against the Accuracy 
Standards gives a good assessment of the evaluation's validity (pp. 10-13). 
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These standards were intended primarily to help four main groups to im­
plement their evaluation responsibilities. This study was conducted as a mem­
ber of tile fourth audience listed by the Joint Committee. They state, "The fourth 
audience for the standards includes those who use The Personnel Evaluation 
Standards for research, development, or teaching. They can use the standards: 
1. As a textbook for courses on personnel evaluation or personnel ad­
ministration. 
2. As criteria against which to evaluate alternative models for person­
nel evaluation. 
3. As a framework for use in developing evaluation systems and better 
models for personnel evaluation. 
4. As a logical structure for deriving and investigating questions and 
hypotheses about personnel evaluation (p. 15)." 
Components two and four apply to this research. 
Each standard is presented in a specific manner. Included are: a descrip­
tor, the standard, an explanation, the rationale, some guidelines, common errors, 
selected illustrative cases, and supporting documentation. The Personnel Evalu­
ation Standards is a well written and researched volume that should prove 
valuable to education evaluators for years to come. A further discussion of The 
Personnel Evaluation Standards and a complete summary of each of the twenty-
one standards can be located in Appendix A, page 217. 
Approaches to Instructor Performance Appraisal 
The public has come to believe that the key to educational improvement 
lies in upgrading the quality of instructors rather than other educational reforms 
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such as, emphasizing the basics, improving educational management, lowering 
class size, or updating the curriculum (Gallup, 1979; Gudridge, 1980; Vlaanderen, 
1980). In response to these perceptions most states have legislated requirements 
for instructor evaluation (Beckham, 1981). Other policies have been put into 
place that pressure the educational institutions to utilize summative evaluation 
to make decisions about instructor dismissal, promotion, layoff, and even selec­
tion (Knapp,1982; Peterson and Kauchak, 1982; Feldvebel, 1980). 
The result of the various laws and policies appears to be tension between 
and among the various groups involved with evaluation. A parallel can be 
drawn from Knapp's (1982) articulation of stakeholders' perspectives in the K-12 
school setting. Instructors have a stake in maintaining academic freedom, keep­
ing their jobs, their sense of efficacy, and their collective, professional self-respect. 
Hence, instructors want evaluation systems that do not infringe on their rights, 
both academic freedom and the property rights of tenure. Further, insfructors 
want evaluation systems that encourage professional growth without prescribing 
specific teaching models or methods, while at the same time showing apprecia­
tion for the complexity of the teaching act. Deans, division chairs, and depart­
ment heads have a stake in maintaining stability in their organizations, allowing 
them to be responsive to student needs and to the bureaucratic concerns of the 
college while keeping the learning climate positive and staff morale intact. 
Purposes of Instructor Evaluation Systems 
The choice of an instructor evaluation system or process is associated with 
views of teaching work and of the college as an organization. However, many 
times these associations are made only implicitly in evaluation decision making. 
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The use to which evaluation results are put is a more definite factor in the choice 
as to which system, process, or model is employed. Instructor evaluation has 
four basic purposes which are divided equally between the areas of improvement 
(formative information) and accountability (summative information). 
Formative evaluation can be utilized for individual professional growth, 
and school improvement. Summative evaluation can be employed in making 
individual personnel (job status) decisions and school status (for example certifi­
cation) decisions. Many instructor evaluation systems are nominally intended to 
accomplish all four of these purposes, but different processes and methods are 
better suited to one or another of these objectives. In general, instructor evalua­
tion systems most suited to improvement must provide a wide variety of de­
scriptive data that highlights difficulties, deficiencies, and their sources as well as 
change possibilities that will lead to the desired improvement. Evaluation pro­
cesses useful for accountability objectives must provide data that are objective, 
standardized, comparative, and adjudicative (Bolton, 1973; Costa, Garmston, and 
Lambert, 1988; Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983; Denham, 1987; Floden 
and Feiman, 1981; Harris, 1986; Joint Committee, 1988; Manatt, 1988; McGreal; 
1983 and 1988; Popham, 1988; Redfem 1980). 
Elements of Instructor Evaluation 
There have been several recent reviews of instructor evaluation systems 
in which the authors identified a number of elements of instructor evaluation 
(Abrami, 1985; Arreola, 1986; Braskamp, Brandenburg, and Ory, 1984; Centra, 1977 
and 1979; Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983; Doyle, 1983; Duke and S tig-
gins, 1986; Educational Research Service, 1979; Ellett, Capie and Johnson, 1980; 
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Haefele, 1980; Hawley, 1982; Lewis, 1982; Millman, 1981; Peterson and Kauchak, 
1982; Seldin, 1980 and 1984). They reveal that the elements of instructor evalua­
tion used seek to measure very different aspects of instructing and the instructor. 
Some seek to assess the quality of the instructor (instructor competence); others 
seek to assess the quality of instruction (instructor performance). Other elements 
claim to assess the instructor or their teaching by reference to student outcomes 
(instructor effectiveness). Following is a brief description of the most common 
elements of instructor evaluation used for evaluating two-year college 
personnel. 
Self-evaluation 
Self-evaluation is relatively common as a source of assessment data in in­
structor evaluation. The instructor can access information for self-evaluation 
from a number of easily developed data bases — student or peer ratings, self as­
sessment measures of student achievement, and so forth, to make judgements 
about their own teaching. In the rush to demonstrate accountability, the educa­
tion community has either overlooked or cast aside this valuable evaluation 
tool. Self-ratings can be quite enlightening for both administrators and instruc­
tors. For example, during the various post-conferences (be they formative or 
summative) the administrators ratings can be compared with the instructors' 
and the differences between them discussed. This approach can be very useful in 
building open communication and trust. Administrators must be prepared to 
openly discuss the reasons why the ratings were given to the instructors. If there 
is a wide discrepancy in the ratings on some area of performance, this difference 
must be reconciled. This will require honesty, objectivity, and trust from both 
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parties. This technique also helps the administrator identify potential rater bi­
ases, instrument deficiencies, criteria and/or standards misunderstandings, and 
monitoring and reporting inadequacies. Although not useful for accountability 
purposes, the element of self-evaluation can be utilized in cooperation with 
other elements to determine individual professional development needs. In 
particular, both Manatt (1988) and Redfem (1980) consider self-evaluation an es­
sential element of their evaluation systems. 
In studies comparing supervisory and self-ratings, self-ratings have been 
found to be both more lenient (Kirchner, 1965; Parker et al., 1959) and harsher 
(Heneman, 1974) than the supervisor's rating. Thornton (1968) reviewed the lit­
erature on self-appraisal and concluded that self-ratings generally tend to show 
more leniency, less discriminate validity, less reliability, less agreement with 
other sources, and less help than others' ratings (supervisor, peers, and subordi­
nates), although more recent reviews have found less definitive trends (Landy 
and Farr, 1980). Thus the question of whose ratings are more accurate is difficult 
to answer. It is possible, as Dunnette and Borman (1979) have pointed out, that 
ratings made from different perspectives are equally valid. This viewpoint has 
been supported by other work (Landy and Farr, 1980). 
There are seven potential advantages of using self-ratings in the appraisal 
process. 
1. It allows for the clarification of standards, criteria, goals and objectives. 
2. It helps identify extremely biased or different ratings. 
3. It can be continuous assessment. 
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4. It generates a larger data base on which personnel decisions can be 
made. 
5. It is likely that instructors will act on data they collect on themselves. 
6. It permits assessment of the reliability of ratings as well as the 
sensitivity of the rating format. 
7. It allows participation by the teacher in the evaluation process that can 
foster commitment to the system. 
Peer Review 
Another common element in instructor evaluation is peer review — 
sometimes called an academic council. A number of authors have addressed 
the role of colleagues in evaluating instruction (Braskamp, Brandenburg, and 
Ory, 1984; Centra, 1975 and 1979; Cohen and McKeachie, 1980; Darling-Ham-
mond. Wise, and Pease, 1983; French-Lazovik, 1981; Haefele, 1980; Lee, 1985; Pe­
terson and Kauchak, 1982; Sechrest and Hoffman, 1982; Thomas, 1979; Wein-
bach and Randolph, 1984; Wilson, Dienst and Watson, 1973). This element cov­
ers a broad range of performance, encompassing not only instruction in the 
classroom, laboratory, or shop, but also what the instructor intends to have 
happen and other instructional behaviors as exhibited by grading, testing and 
assignment practices. This element is valuable for the purpose of improvement 
since the evaluators (normally a committee) will observe in the classroom and 
examine lesson plans, tests, graded assignments and examinations and provide 
the instructor with specific, practical suggestions for improvement. Peer evalu­
ation requires a high degree of professional ethics and objectivity, as well as 
good observational and analysis skills. Because this element is not subject to di­
rect administrative control and is more open to a variety of unregulated stan-
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dards for assessing performance, it is not generally acceptable for fulfilling the 
purposes of accountability. 
Student Feedback 
This element has long been employed in various instructor evaluation 
schemes. In effect it is viewed as another form of classroom observation, one 
that is from the student's point of view rather than the administrator's. Student 
ratings can be used for either formative or summative evaluation data. This el­
ement is inexpensive with a high degree of reliability (Judkins, 1987; Peterson 
and Kauchak, 1982). Several authors have discussed the student's role in evalu­
ating instruction, many have indicated the student ratings should be considered 
an essential element of a quality evaluation system (Abrami, Leventhal and 
Dickens, 1981; Abrami, Leventhal and Perry, 1982; Aleamoni, 1981; Aubrecht, 
1981; Berk, 1979; Braskamp, Brandenburg, and Ory, 1984; P.A. Cohen, 1980, 1981, 
and 1986; Cohen and Mays, 1981; Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983; 
Doyle, 1983; Feldman, 1976a, 1976b, 1977,1978,1979,1983, and 1984; Gilmore, 1984; 
Gilmore, Kane and Naccarato, 1978; Haefele, 1980, Judkins, 1987; Marsh, 1984; 
McKeachie, 1979; McNeil and Popham, 1973; Menges and Brinko, 1986; Murray, 
1980; Peterson and Kauchak, 1982). Several strengths of this element can be 
gleaned from the writings of those listed above. For example: (1) student feed­
back requires a minimum of resources, (2) instructors will change as a result of 
student feedback, (3) results correlate highly with other evaluation elements, (4) 
students observe the instructor on a daily basis, (5) student feedback is reliable 
and not affected by grades, and (6) several good instruments currently exist. This 
element can be, and has been, used for all four purposes of evaluation. 
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Student Achievement 
"Did the kids leam?" is perhaps the most important question we ask our­
selves in education. Much has been written about using measures of student 
achievement on outcomes of significance as an element of instructional evalua­
tion, This element has evaluative value because student attainment of objec­
tives is a legitimate source of data on teacher performance and because tests of 
student performance measure the impact of teachers on students over a period of 
time. However, studies of the reliability of using test scores as a measure of 
instructional effectiveness consistently indicate that reliability is quite low, that 
there is some difficulty in designing appropriate tests, that gains on standardized 
tests often are inadequate to measure performance, and that no consideration is 
given for other important variables such as student intelligence, family back­
ground, test anxiety or school climate (Braskamp, Brandenburg, and Ory, 1984; 
Brophy, 1973; Centra and Potter, 1980; Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983; 
Doyle, 1983; Rosenshine, 1970; Seldin, 1980; Shavelson and Russo, 1977; 
Southern Regional Education Board, 1985; Veldman and Brophy, 1974). As a 
result, the primary purposes for using student achievement as an evaluation 
element appears to be to improve student learning and to identify instructors for 
merit recognition. 
Feedback Conference 
This element is often times known as instructor interviews or conferenc­
ing and has been a prevalent evaluation element in the past and is a cornerstone 
of some of the more recent evaluation systems (Darling-Hammond, Wise, and 
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Pease, 1983). Haefele (1981, p. 49) first defined one of the purposes of teacher in­
terviews (conferencing) to be communicating performance appraisals to practic­
ing teachers. 
Historically, the classroom observation and the subsequent post-observa-
tion conference has been the sum and substance of the evaluation process. How­
ever, recently conferencing has been viewed as an important skill and the 
conferences as essential elements of an effective evaluation system (Darling-
Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983). Administrator evaluations of instruction 
have been the source of a great deal of recent literature, in particular, a preobser-
vation conference has been recognized as useful in the involvement of teachers 
ill their own professional development and for improved feedback from admin­
istrators (Ashbaugh and Kasten, 1987; Blackburn and Clark, 1975; Braskamp, 
Brandenburg, and Ory, 1984; Braunstien and Bentson, 1973; Centra, 1979; Doyle, 
1983; Garawski, 1980; Gudridge, 1980; Manatt, 1988; McNeil and Popham, 1973; 
Redfem, 1980; Seldin, 1980). 
Supervisor Observation 
This element is the cornerstone of most instructor evaluation systems. It 
involves administrators evaluating an instructor's performance through class­
room observation, and a review of lesson design, student learning data, and 
feedback from students and peers. Generally, this element involves the use of a 
standardized instrument to describe an instructors performance. Two of the 
most widely discussed evaluation systems are Manatt's (Manatt, Palmer and Hi-
dlebaugh, 1976) 'Mutual Benefit Evaluation' more recently redefined as 'A Total 
Systems Approach to Teacher Performance Evaluation' (Manatt, 1988) and Red-
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fern's (1980) 'Management by Objectives Evaluation'. Both Manatt (1988) and 
Redfren (1980) consider supervisor observation an essential element of their 
evaluation systems. 
This element of evaluation has among its strengths the fact that the su­
pervisor is familiar with the school goals, culture and climate; that (s)he often 
has additional information about instructor performance; and that (s)he can 
compare instructors within a school. Additionally, the element of supervisor 
observation requires a minimum of resources for observation, feedback, and fol-
low-up. However, even advocates of supervisor observation recognize its 
shortcomings. The lack of inter-rater reliability, rater bias, limited occurrences of 
observation, and poorly constructed measurement instruments can put the reli­
ability and validity of the results at risk (Andrews and Knight, 1987; Braskamp, 
Brandenburg, and Ory, 1984; Centra, 1979; Doyle, 1983; Evertson and Holley, 1981; 
Haefele, 1980; Lewis, 1982; Manatt, 1988; Medley, 1982; Peterson and Kauchak, 
1982). 
Competency Tests 
Competency tests will be divided into three general areas for this study. 
Those areas will be written examinations, simulated teaching, and assessment 
center exercises. 
According to Shulman (1988), written examinations are regularly used to 
measure basic skills, knowledge of teaching content, and understanding of pro­
fessional practice. He further asserts that they permit broad sampling of do­
mains, are economical to use, and highly reliable. However, there are some 
draw backs associated with written examinations. Even though they excel at 
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measuring select pieces of knowledge, they fail to tap more integrated processes 
of judgement, decision making, and problem solving in more realistic contexts. 
Occasionally administrators attempt to test for instructional competency by 
a means commonly called simulated teaching. The scenario for this element is 
generally that the instructor teaches a brief teaching unit on content not nor­
mally taught by the teacher to a special selected group of students. The students 
are given pre- and post-tests to measure their gains. The advantages of this ele­
ment have been reported to include the facts that this method evaluates instruc­
tors in terms of student learning and that short-term feedback increases control 
over nonteacher variables assumed to influence students (Glass, 1974). 
However, some disadvantages are evident. First, this element does not allow for 
assessing student progress when exposed over time to the same instructor. 
Second, it is conducted in what has to be considered not a normal classroom 
situation. And third, the element would be quite expensive to conduct. 
Another element that is used to determine the instructional competency 
of teachers is known as an assessment center. Assessment center exercises for in­
structors simulate real teaching episodes with real problems. The process of 
teaching is usually emphasized by instructors actually preparing lesson plans, 
laying out the lesson, teaching the lesson and evaluating students. Sometimes 
instructors are asked to critique video tapes of themselves and others teaching. 
Teacher Artifacts/Portfolios 
This element of instructor evaluation appears to be growing in popularity. 
Shulman (1988) envisions a portfolio process that includes written tests of 
knowledge, systematic documentation of accomplishments, formal attestations 
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by colleagues and supervisors, and analysis of performance in assessment centers 
and the workplace. According to McGreal (1988) teaching artifacts include all in­
structional materials used to facilitate learning. This includes everything from 
textbooks, workbooks, and supplementary texts to learning kits, maps, audiovi­
sual aids, films, dittoed material, study guides, question sheets, worksheets, prob­
lem sets, quizzes and tests. Manatt (1988) asserts that the practice of teacher 
evaluation should include the evaluation of the products of instruction as well 
as the process and the person. The teacher performance evaluation cycle ad­
vanced by Manatt has a specific step in which the evaluator adds "other" data be­
fore a summative evaluation report is written. These "other" data are a 
collection of teacher artifacts and relevant information. 
Outside Evaluators 
Both visiting teams of experts and individual outside evaluation special­
ists have been used to evaluate instructors. Generally these people observe in­
structor performance and/or review student learning data. Some of the advan­
tages to this approach result from the fact that evaluators with special skills can 
be utilized. Also these people are external to the politics, problems and biases of 
the college. The primary disadvantages are the cost to bring visitors in for suffi­
cient time and the college may tend to ignore data collected this way. 
Indirect Measures 
Indirect measures such as experience and educational background are tra­
ditionally linked to teacher salary and promotion opportunities. Other indirect 
measures such as attitudes, values, personality traits, professional commitment, 
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or outside interests have not been shown to discriminate between effective and 
ineffective instructors (Gage, 1963; King, 1981; Schalock, 1979). Despite this find­
ing, it is arguable that indirect measures ought to be a supplementary data source 
for instructor evaluation. In fact, recent research in the area of staff development 
indicates that the more people engage in dialogues about teaching and learning 
the better they get at it (Griffin and Barnes, 1986). 
Summary of the Review of Literature 
The practice of evaluating instructors has been the target of extensive re­
search. This review of literature relevant to instructor performance appraisal 
was undertaken to consider the value of, need for, and purpose of faculty evalua­
tion. The review focused on identifying commonalties among evaluation 
systems. There does appear to be some central elements of the evaluation 
process. Additionally, this review of literature briefly investigated the historical, 
legal, ethical, and applicational considerations of instructor performance 
appraisal. 
Most of the research on instructor performance appraisal is focused on in­
structor groups other than two-year college instructors. However, the research 
clearly points to the fact that instructor evaluation, regardless of instructional 
level, is a useful tool for instructional improvement. The common thread that 
runs through the research is that evaluation is necessary. Costa et al. (1988) best 
summarized the areas of agreement between the leading experts on instructor 
evaluation. 
Evaluation is a rigorous process, and evaluators must be skilled and 
trained in executing it. All affected parties must be involved in the 
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process. The criteria for judgement must be defined, communi­
cated, and understood by everyone. Supervision must be ongoing. 
Staff development is a necessary component. There is no substitute 
for strong instructional leadership and, when handled poorly, eval­
uation causes suffering for all involved — the teacher, the students, 
the administrator, the school board, and the superintendent (Costa 
et al., 1988). 
To summarize then: two-year colleges have the need to perform instruc­
tor evaluation and the need to identify the best methods to do so. There appears 
to be no clear cut prescription to instructor evaluation, thus the need to study the 
current practices in two-year colleges and the efficacy of the established personnel 
evaluation standards for those two-year colleges. 
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CHAPTER m. METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
This study sought to determine the current practices of instructor performance 
appraisal prevalent in two-year colleges across the nation. Two questionnaires 
were developed and administered. 
Once the literature was reviewed, the problem identified, and a proposal ap­
proved the following procedures were employed for this investigation: (1) iden­
tification of population, (2) construction of questionnaires, (3) preparation of 
instructions and information to accompany questionnaires, (4) selection of a 
sample to respond to the initial questionnaire, (5) administration of the initial 
questionnaire and collection of data, (6) selection of the sample to respond to the 
primary data gathering questionnaire, (7) administration of the primary data 
gathering questionnaire and collection of data, (8) analysis of data, (9) summary, 
findings, and conclusions, and (10) recommendations of the study. 
The questioimaires, subjects who participated, data collection procedures, 
and statistical analyses are reviewed in this chapter. 
Population 
The population used in this study consisted of all 2250 two-year colleges in 
the United States and its territories as identified in the Chronicle Two-Year Col­
lege Databook For 1988-89 School Year. 
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Sample Selection 
A ten percent sample of the population was randomly selected from the 
Chronicle Two-Year College Databook For 1988-89 School Year using random 
numbers generated and assigned on a Macintosh Plus™ using a software applica­
tion known as Stat Works©. This sample was used for the initial questionnaire. 
The Chronicle Two-Year College Databook For 1988-89 School Year contained the 
mailing addresses of all of the two-year colleges sampled in this phase of the 
study. The information gathered from the initial questionnaire then became the 
population for the primary data gathering questionnaire. The primary data gath­
ering questionnaire went to a 40 percent random sample of those identified as 
the instructor evaluators as gathered in phase one of this study. The resulting 
sample size was three hundred and fifty-seven. Of the 357 instructor evaluators 
surveyed 256 or 71.7 percent responded. 
Methodology and Procedures 
The steps involved in conducting this study are here-in-after presented in 
chronological order so that other skilled researchers could easily duplicate this 
study. After choosing a topic that was of interest and discussing it with the pro­
fessors in charge of the major work a population to study was identified. A 
number of data sources were reviewed and the Chronicle Two-Year College 
Databook For 1988-89 School Year was selected as the most complete and current 
listing of two-year colleges. Next the review of literature was undertaken in or­
der to determine what was currently known about the topic and to provide the 
researcher with sufficient background to make a significant contribution of new 
information to the existing research base. A series of objectives for the study 
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were developed. These objectives lead to the formulation of research questions 
and hypotheses. Since there currentiy existed no instrumentation that could an­
swer the research questions or provide data from which to test the hypotheses, 
instrumentation was developed. Additionally, instructions and information to 
accompany the questionnaires were formulated. It was determined that two 
questionnaires would be needed in order to access the evaluators that were pri­
marily responsible for instructor performance appraisal. As a result, the study 
was conducted in two phases. 
During the first phase of the study, a random sample of leaders of two-year 
colleges were asked to respond to the first questionnaire. This phase of the study 
was designed to identify the key participants responsible for evaluating instructor 
performance in two-year colleges. Appendix B (p. 234) is a copy of the 
questionnaire used in this phase of the study. The responses requested were the 
names and titles of the supervisors responsible for instructor performance 
appraisal. The initial questionnaire was mailed to a ten percent random sample 
of the 2,250 two-year colleges listed in the Chronicle Two-Year College Databook 
For 1988-89 School Year. There were 225 colleges from 45 states and two 
American territories. Of the 225 two-year college leaders surveyed 187 or 83.11 
percent responded. The respondents identified the type and size of their 
institution as well as those persons responsible for instructor performance 
appraisal. These respondents represented the two American territories and 37 
states. The respondents identified 892 key participants in evaluating instructor 
performance in two-year colleges. 
The second phase of the study was designed to gather the data about the 
current practices in instructor evaluation in two-year colleges. A random sample 
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of those identified as instructor performance evaluators by those surveyed with 
the first questiormaire were asked to respond to a lengthy data gathering ques­
tionnaire that was designed to collect information that would provide answers to 
the problems identified in this study. The primary data gathering questionnaire 
was the instrument used in data collection and can be found in Appendix C (p. 
236). The primary data gathering questionnaire was mailed to a 40 percent 
random sample of those identified as the instructor evaluators as gathered in 
phase one of this study. A 40 percent sample was selected in order to provide 
sufficient data to conduct meaningful statistical analyses. The primary data 
gathering questionnaire was mailed directly to the identified instructor supervi-
sor/evaluator. Appendix D (p. 241) is a copy of the accompanying information 
and instruction letter. A mailing label with a return address was also enclosed in 
the mailing. No return envelop or postage was supplied to the participants due 
to the request for policies, evaluation instruments, samples, etc. 
Thirty days after the first mailing in phase two a second, follow-up mail­
ing was completed. Sixty days after the first mailing in phase two a telephone 
follow-up was made to five non-respondents. Three of these five people agreed 
to complete and return the questionnaire and cited lack of time as a reason for 
non-response. Within a week after being telephoned two of three had indeed re­
turned a completed questionnaire. One of the five telephoned non-respondents 
cited lack of return postage and envelop as a reason for non-response and further 
declined to respond. The final non-respondent had changed jobs within his 
college and didn't feel inclined to complete the questionnaire. Seventy-five days 
after the first mailing in phase two of the study the decision was made to end the 
data gathering activities and to process the data. 
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Two hundred and fifty-six people returned the questionnaire, 184 of them 
included various examples of their evaluation instruments, policies, faculty 
handbooks, and/or narrative descriptions of their evaluation process and proce­
dures. These respondents represented 68 percent of the two-year colleges sur­
veyed, 37 of the 45 states surveyed and two American territories. 
Data Analysis 
Once the data were gathered the decision was made to use the Iowa State 
University Mainframe computer system and a statistical data analysis software 
known as SPSSx©. A Macintosh Plus™ computer, a telecommunications soft­
ware program known as MacSampson©, and an Apple'''" 1200 Baud modem 
were used as the data entry vehicles. The SPSSx job control language, a coding 
scheme that was created for the data, and the data were entered into MacSamp­
son© and down loaded onto the ISU Mainframe. For ease of viewing and edit­
ing on the Macintosh™ monitor the data list records were divided into two 
rows, but still treated as a single data record. Once the data were resident in the 
ISU Mainframe, a program to execute statistical data analysis procedures was 
written. The procedures created were those necessary to test the hypotheses iden­
tified in Chapter One. The results of these analyses are discussed in Chapter IV. 
Instrumentation 
The questionnaires were developed through a review of the literature and 
through consultation with a review panel made up of Professors Ebbers, Manatt, 
Sweeney and Stow. The initial questionnaire was mailed on January 25, 1989. 
The primary data gathering questionnaire was refined and validated by distribut-
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ing it to a group of practicing educational administrators for their review. Re­
sponses, suggestions, and comments were received from the persons mentioned 
above and were incorporated into a finalized questionnaire which was dis­
tributed to the sample of key participants in instructor performance appraisal. 
The initial questionnaire (Appendix B, p, 234) consisted of a request for the 
respondent to identify key participants in instructor performance appraisal at his 
or her particular two-year college. This initial questionnaire was distributed to 
the chief executive officers of the two-year colleges identified as the sample. 
The primary data gathering questionnaire (Appendix C, p. 236) was de­
signed to gather demographic data about the two-year college and professional 
and personal data about the respondent. Additionally, it asked the respondent to 
classify their two-year college's instructor performance appraisal system into one 
of McGreal's models. The questionnaire provided a brief but concise, description 
of each model. Next, the questionnaire requested that the respondent evaluate 
the efficacy of the model currently in use in his or her two-year college on each of 
the twenty-one personnel evaluation standards identified by the joint committee 
on standards for educational evaluation (Joint Committee, 1988). The question­
naire accurately restated each standard so that the respondent could rate each. 
Summary 
The data gathered for this research were gathered from four sources — a 
review of the literature, a collection of instructor evaluation documents volun­
tarily submitted from the two-year colleges surveyed, the two questiormaires dis­
tributed to the selected samples, and when necessary for clarification, follow-up 
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phone calls to the respondents. The data were statistically analyzed, profiles de­
veloped, conclusions drawn, and recommendations made. 
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CHAPTER IV: ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduction 
In this chapter, each of the research questions and research hypotheses 
presented in Chapter I will be restated and the results of the statistical tests used 
will then be displayed in table and/or graphic form. A narrative profile of the 
"typical" instructor evaluator will be presented. Instruments used in data collec­
tion can be found in Appendices C and D. 
Phase One Questionnaire 
The initial questionnaire went to a ten percent random sample of the 2,250 
two-year colleges listed in the 1988-1989 Chronicle Two-vear Colleges Databook. 
Of the 225 two-year college leaders surveyed, 187 or 83.1 percent responded. The 
respondents identified the type and size of their institution as well as those per­
sons responsible for instructor performance appraisal. The type of institution is 
shown in Table 1. 
TABLE 1. Type of two-year college as identified by the leaders of those institu­
tions responding to the initial questionnaire 
Type Frequency Percent 
Community College 125 66.8 
Junior College 23 12.3 
Technical College 18 9.6 
Vocational Technical College 13 6.9 
Community/Technical College 6 3.2 
Other 2 1.0 
6 9  
It's interesting to note that nearly two thirds of the respondents identified their 
colleges as "community colleges". 
The reported size of the institution is depicted by Figure 1. The categories 
represent the reported full time equivalent (F.T.E.) students enrolled at the col­
lege. Most of the respondents were from two-year colleges with less than 1501 
F.T.E. In the category of two-year colleges that were reported as less than 1501 
F.T.E., one college reported less than 100 F.T.E. In the category of more than 3501 
F.T.E., three colleges reported F.T.E. in excess of 10,000 students. 
• Less than 1501 
M 1501 to 3500 
# More Than 3501 
FIGURE 1. The size of the institution as reported by the leaders of those col­
leges responding to the initial questionnaire 
The respondents identified 892 people as responsible for instructor per­
formance appraisal. The dean of instruction or academic affairs was the job title 
most frequently identified as the position responsible for instructor performance 
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appraisal. Division chairs and department heads were also frequently identified 
as responsible for instructor performance appraisal. Traditionally, those persons 
in roles as division chairs and department heads have been members of the fac­
ulty with released time to conduct the business related to their respective roles. 
Table 2 shows the titles of those persons identified as being responsible for in­
structor performance appraisal. 
TABLE 2: The titles of those persons identified as being responsible for in­
structor performance appraisal 
Title Frequency Percent 
President 10 1.1 
Vice President 59 6.6 
Dean/Director of Instruction 168 18.8 
Dean of a Subject Area 84 9.4 
Associate Dean 90 10.1 
Division Chair 160 17.9 
Department Head 139 15.6 
Program Director/Manager 113 12.7 
Coordinator/Supervisor 63 7.1 
Missing 6 M 
Total 892 99.9 
Phase Two Questionnaire 
The primary data gathering questionnaire went to a 40 percent random 
sample of those identified as the instructor evaluators as gathered in phase one 
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of this study. Of the 357 instructor evaluators surveyed, 256 or 71.7 percent re­
sponded. One hundred eighty-four of the respondents included various exam­
ples of their evaluation instruments, policies, faculty handbooks, and/or narra­
tive descriptions of their evaluation process and procedures. These respondents 
represented 68 percent of the two-year colleges surveyed, 82.2 percent of the 45 
states surveyed and two American territories. As in phase one of this study, the 
respondents identified the type and size of their institution. The respondents 
were given a list containing the types of two-year colleges to choose from and 
were asked to indicate the F.T.E. of their institution. The reported type of institu­
tion is shown in Table 3. 
TABLE 3: Type of two-year college as identified by the participants in instructor 
evaluation responding to the primary data gathering questionnaire 
Type Frequency Percent 
Community College 170 66.4% 
Junior College 33 12.9% 
Technical College 25 9.8% 
Vocational Technical College 18 7.0% 
Community Technical College 9 3.5% 
Other 1 0.4% 
Total 256 100.0% 
Figure 2 is a representation of the size of the two-year college as identified 
by the respondents to the primary data gathering questiormaire. No effort was 
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made to equalize the number of respondents representing the various sizes of 
the colleges. 
0.39% 
25.78% 
40.63% H Less than 1501 
H 1501 to 3500 
@ More Than 3501 
# Missing 
33.20% 
FIGURE 2: Size of the two-year college as identified by the respondents to the 
primary data gathering questionnaire 
For simplicity in data reporting the research questions will be answered in 
chronological order. 
The First Research Question 
1. Who supervises whom and what? What is the span of control? 
What are each supervisors duties? 
a. Specifically - Who are the instructional leaders? 
b. How many instructors do they supervise and/or evaluate? 
c. What other duties do these instructional leaders have 
responsibility for? 
Of those responding there does not appear to be any one position or title 
that heavily dominates instructor evaluation at the two-year college level. Fig­
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ure 3 is a listing, by title, of those responding to the primary data gathering ques­
tionnaire as instructor evaluators. The Dean of Instruction or Academic Affairs 
is most frequently identified as an instructor evaluator. The figure depicts the 
frequency of returns by job title. 
T 
i 
t 
1 
e 
Missing 
Coordinator or Supervisor 
Director or Manage) 
Department Heac 
Division Chair 
Assistant or Associate Dean 
Dean of a Content Area 
Dean of Instruction or 
Academic Affoirs 
Vice President 
President 
20 25 45 50 
FIGURE 3. A listing, by title, of those responding to the primary data gathering 
questionnaire as instructor evaluators 
However, when comparing the number of instructors evaluated to the 
respective positions it becomes apparent that the span of control varies by 
position. For example, those responding with the title of Vice-President evaluate 
over 133 instructors each while those identifying themselves as Department 
Heads averaged evaluating just under 20 instructors each. Table 4 is a 
comparison of the average number of instructors evaluated by title of the 
evaluator. 
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TABLE 4: A comparison of the average number of instructors evaluated by ti­
tle of the evaluator 
No. of 
Title of Evaluator Respondents 
Total No. of 
Instructors 
Evaluated 
Ave. No. of 
Total 
Instructors 
Evaluated 
President 03 61 20.3 
Vice President 17 2274 133.8 
Dean of Instruction 49 3062 62.5 
Dean of Area 24 900 37.5 
Ass't. or Assoc. Dean 27 1290 47.8 
Division Chair 38 1276 33.6 
Department Head 38 757 19.9 
Director or Manager 38 956 25.2 
Coordinator or Supervisor 18 569 31.6 
Missing 04 176 44.0 
Total or Overall Average 256 11^21 44.2 
The overall average of 44.2 is greater than most of the averages for the var­
ious positions and is obviously heavily influenced by the unusually large av­
erage for the vice president. The figure that follows is a graphic representation of 
the data found in Table 4. 
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T 
i 
t 
1 
e 
President 
Vice President 
Dean of Instruction 
Dean of Area 
Ass't. or Assoc. Dean 
Division Chair 
Department Heac 
Director or Manage: 
Coordinator or Supervisor 
Missing 
Overall Average 
133.8 
625 
20 40 60 80 100 120 140 
Average Number of Instructors 
Evaluated (All Catagories) 
FIGURE 4: A comparison of the average number of instructors evaluated by ti­
tle of the evaluator 
Table 5 is intended to expand the comparison of the average number of in­
structors evaluated by the respondents to this survey. The data in this table are 
disaggregated by type of instructor being evaluated and represents the overall av­
erages for each evaluator title. However, this table somewhat distorts the real 
span of control of two-year college evaluators because some evaluators don't 
evaluate instructors of each classification. Also, averaging doesn't allow for the 
variance between the different evaluator titles. 
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TABLE 5: A comparison of the average number of instructors evaluated by title 
of the evaluator for each kind of instructor 
Title of Evaluator 
Ave. No. of 
Classroom 
Instructors 
Evaluated 
Ave. No. of 
Clinical 
Instructors 
Evaluated 
Ave. No. of 
Laboratory 
Instructors 
Evaluated 
Ave. No. of 
Shop 
Instructors 
Evaluated 
President 20.3 0 0 0 
Vice President 122.6 3.9 3.9 3.3 
Dean of Instruction 53.8 2.5 3.6 2.7 
Dean of Area 35.4 1.1 0.9 0.1 
Ass't. or Assoc. Dean 37.0 1.4 5.3 4.0 
Division Chair 30.7 0.5 0.9 1.4 
Department Head 17.4 0.8 1.6 0.1 
Director or Manager 22.2 1.3 0.9 0.7 
Coordinator or Supervisor 24.5 1.4 3.9 1.8 
Missing &2 10 18 
Overall Average 38.6 1.6 2.4 1.7 
A further comparison can be made by contrasting the overall average 
number of each kind of instructor being evaluated by all of the respondents with 
the same title, with the average number being evaluated by those evaluating one 
or more instructors of a particular kind. 
Almost 76 per cent of the respondents indicated that they evaluate class­
room instructors. The overall average number of classroom instructors being 
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evaluated per respondent is almost 10 points higher (48.5) if those with no re­
sponsibility to evaluate classroom instructors are not included. 
TABLE 6: The average number of classroom instructors evaluated by all re­
spondents compared with the average number evaluated by those 
evaluating at least one such instructor 
Ave. No. of Number of Ave. No. of 
Qassroom Respondents Classroom Instructors 
Instructors Actually Evaluating Actually Evaluated 
Title of Evaluator Evaluated Qassroom Instructors By Respondent 
President 20.3 03 20.3 
Vice President 122.6 13 160.4 
Dean of Instruction 53.8 42 62.7 
Dean of Area 35.4 22 38.6 
Ass't. or Assoc. Dean 37.0 23 43.4 
Division Chair 30.7 37 31.6 
Department Head 17.4 38 30.7 
Director or Manager 22.2 35 24.1 
Coordinator / Supervisor 24.5 16 27.6 
Missing 34.0 03 
Overall Average 38.6 194 (75.8%) 48.5 
The figure below is a graphic representation of the data found in Table 6. 
The overall average of 48.5 for those evaluating at least one classroom instructor 
is significantly greater than the overall average for all respondents. Thus the 
span of control is also greater than the overall average would initially indicate. 
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Also, it is interesting to note that the average for the department heads that have 
responsibility to evaluate classroom instructors is almost double the average for 
those who don't. 
OveraU Average _ ||||||||gg^ 
Missing 
T 
i 
t 
1 
e 
Cboidinator or Supervisor 
Director or Managei 
Department Heac 
Division Chair 
Ass't or Assoc. Dean 
Dean of Instruction 
Vice President 
President 
Dean of Area nmmnP 
-f- 4-
20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 
Number of Instructors Evaluated 
180 
• Ave. No. of Classroom B Ave. No. of Classroom 
Instructors Evaluated Instructors Actually 
Evaluated By Respondent 
FIGURE 5: The average number of classroom instructors evaluated by all re­
spondents compared with the number evaluated by those evaluating 
at least one such instructor 
Almost 20 per cent of the respondents indicated that they evaluate clinical 
instructors. The overall average number of clinical instructors being evaluated 
per respondent is over 5 times higher when those with no responsibility to eval­
uate clinical instructors are not included. Table 7 contains a comparison of the 
average number of clinical instructors evaluated by the respondents to the 
survey. 
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TABLE 7: The average number of clinical instructors evaluated by all re­
spondents compared with the average number evaluated by those 
evaluating at least one such instructor 
Title of Evaluator 
Ave. No. of 
Clinical 
Instructors 
Evaluated 
Number of Ave. No. of 
Respondents Clinical Instructors 
Actually Evaluating Actually Evaluated 
Clinical Instructors By Respondent 
President 0 0 0 
Vice President 3.9 5 13.2 
Dean of Instruction 2.5 13 9.5 
Dean of Area 1.1 3 9.0 
Ass't. or Assoc. Dean 1.8 6 6.2 
Division Chair 0.5 4 4.8 
Department Head 0.8 3 10.7 
Director or Manager 1.3 10 5.1 
Coordinator/Supervisor 1.4 4 6.2 
Missing 52 2 10.5 
Overall Average 1.6 50 (19.5%) 8.4 
Figure 6 is a graphic representation of the data found in Table 7. The 
overall average of 8.4 for those evaluating at least one clinical instructor is signif­
icantly greater than the overall average for all respondents. 
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FIGURE 6: The average number of clinical instructors evaluated by all respon­
dents compared with the average number evaluated by those eval­
uating at least one such instructor 
Nearly 28 per cent of the respondents indicated that they evaluate labora­
tory instructors. The overall average number of laboratory instructors being 
evaluated per respondent is over three times higher when those with no respon­
sibility to evaluate laboratory instructors are not included. Table 8 contains a 
comparison of the average number of laboratory instructors evaluated by the 
survey respondents. 
8 1  
TABLE 8: The average number of laboratory instructors evaluated by all 
respondents with the average number evaluated by those 
evaluating at least one such instructor 
Ave. No. of Number of Ave. No. of 
Laboratory Respondents Lab. Instructors 
Instructors Actually Evaluating Actually Evaluated 
Title of Evaluator Evaluated Lab. Instructors By Respondent 
President 0 0 0 
Vice President 3.9 6 11.2 
Dean of Instruction 3.6 18 9.7 
Dean of Area 0.9 6 3.7 
Ass't. or Assoc. Dean 5.3 10 14.8 
Division Chair 0.9 8 4.5 
Department Head 1.6 7 8.4 
Director or Manager 0.9 9 4.0 
Coordinator or Supervisor 3.9 6 11.7 
Missing 10 1 4£ 
Overall Average 2.4 71 (27.7%) 8.0 
The figure that follows is a graphic representation of the data found in 
Table 8. The overall average of 8.0 for those evaluating at least one laboratory in­
structor is significantly greater than the overall average for all respondents. 
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FIGURE 7: The average number of laboratory instructors evaluated by all re­
spondents compared with the average number evaluated by those 
evaluating at least one such instructor 
Less than 14 per cent of the respondents indicated that they evaluate shop 
instructors. However the overall average number of shop instructors being 
evaluated per respondent is over six and one half times higher when those with 
no responsibility to evaluate shop instructors are not included. A major differ­
ence is found at the division chair level evaluator. Division chairs are usually 
responsible for a specific group of instructors and therefore would most likely 
have responsibility for all or none of the shop instructors. Table 9 contains a 
comparison of the average number of shop instructors evaluated by the survey 
respondents. 
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TABLE 9: The average number of shop instructors evaluated by all re­
spondents compared with the average number evaluated by those 
evaluating at least one such instructor 
Ave. No. of 
Shop 
Instructors 
Title of Evaluator Evaluated 
President 0 
Vice President 3.3 
Dean of Instruction 2.7 
Dean of Area 0.1 
Ass't. or Assoc. Dean 4.0 
Division Chair 1.4 
Department Head 0.1 
Director or Manager 0.7 
Coordinator or Supervisor 1.8 
Missing 
Overall Average 1.7 
Number of Ave. No. of 
Respondents Shop Instructors 
Actually Evaluating Actually Evaluated 
Shop Instructors By Respondent 
0 0 
5 11.2 
7 . 18.6 
1 2.0 
7 15.3 
2 26.5 
2 1.5 
6 4.5 
3 11.0 
2 73 
35 (13.7%) 10.9 
The following figure is a graphic representation of the data found in Table 9. The 
overall average of 10.9 for those evaluating at least one shop instructor is signifi­
cantly greater than the overall average for all respondents. 
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FIGURE 8: The average number of shop instructors evaluated by all re­
spondents compared with the average number evaluated by those 
evaluating at least one such instructor 
The respondents were given several categories of employees and asked to 
indicate the number of employees they were primarily responsible for evaluat­
ing. The respondents indicated that on average they evaluated over seven em­
ployees each that were not considered instructors. The next figure indicates the 
average number of employees evaluated in each employee category. 
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Others 11.1 
Shop Instructors 17 
Laboratory Instructors Z4 
Qinicai Instructors 
Classroom Instructors 38j6 
Support Staff 2J8 
Technicians 11.0 
Teaching Administrators 112 
Non-Teaching Administrator • 1.3 
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FIGURE 9. The average number of employees evaluated per instructional 
leader in two-year colleges as indicated by the respondents to the 
primary data gathering questionnaire 
On average, 51.7 employees were evaluated by the instructional leaders re­
sponding to the primary data gathering questionnaire. Further, the responses to 
the survey query about the percentage of time spent on instructor evaluation re­
sulted in an average of 8.9 per cent. 
The instructional leaders surveyed indicated they were responsible for a 
wide variety of duties in addition to performance appraisal. Figure 10 graphically 
presents the average percentage of respondents indicating that they perform the 
selected duty. 
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Serve the Community 
Emphasize Student Achievement 
Maintain Public Relations 
Provide Orderly Environment 
Monitor Student Aogress 
Support Instructors 
Formally Evaluate Administrators 
Supervise Support Staff 
Supervise Instructors 
Assist in Economic Development 
Promote Professional Growth 
Maintain Physical Fadlilic 
Support Imprvmnt of Instruction 
Supervise the Curriculum 
Formally Evaluate Support Staff 
Fbimally Evaluate Instructors 
Supervises Other Administrators 
Assists Students 
FIGURE 10: The average percentage of respondents indicating that they per­
form the selected duty 
The highest ranked duties were; supporting improvement of instruction, 
supervising curriculum, promoting professional growth, providing support to 
instructors, and formally evaluating instructors. 
The Second Research Question 
2. What are the models of evaluation being utilized in the two-
year college? 
a. Do the models used differ by type of institution or institutional 
size? 
b. What percentage of two-year colleges are utilizing a "pay for 
performance", "merit pay", "career ladder", or other type of 
incentive program? 
8 7  
McGreal (1983) identified a taxonomy of evaluation models by gleaning 
the literature and researching the common practices of teacher evaluators. He 
was able to demonstrate that five distinct models existed. He further demon­
strated that virtually every evaluation process could be classified as one of the 
five models. The models are the Common Law Model, Goal Setting Model, 
Product Model, Clinical Supervision Model, and Artistic Model. Those surveyed 
for this study were given a brief description of each of the models and asked to 
classify their instructor performance appraisal process accordingly. Table 10 is a 
compilation of those responses. 
The relationships between the percentages in Table 10 can perhaps be 
more easily identified by viewing them graphically. Figure 11 is the graphic rep­
resentation of the percentage of the models of evaluation utilized in the two-year 
colleges of the respondents to the primary data gathering questionnaire. 
7.4% 
3.1% 
• Common Law 
n Goal Setting 
n Product 
m Clinical 
Supervision 
• Artistic 
Naturalistic 
s Missing/No 
response 
FIGURE 11: The percentage of the models of evaluation utilized in the two-
year colleges of the respondents to the primary data gathering 
questionnaire 
TABLE 10. The frequency and percentage of the models of evaluation utilized 
in the two-year colleges of the respondents to the primary data 
gathering questionnaire 
Model Frequency Per cent 
Common Law Model^ 71 27.7 
Goal Setting Model^ 54 21.1 
Product Model^ 8 3.1 
Clinical Supervision^ 102 39.8 
Artistic Naturalistic® 19 7.4 
Missing/No response 2 M 
Total 256 99.9 
^This model is characterized by high supervisor - low teacher in­
volvement; evaluation is synonymous with observation; major emphasis 
is on summative evaluation; standardized criteria; and comparative 
judgements. This process usually relies on definitions, procedures, and 
processes that are traditional. 
^This model is characterized by an emphasis on an individualized 
approach to evaluation. Instructors and evaluators meet and confer to set 
and monitor goals. Generally, no checklist of criteria is used. Self-
evaluation may be a component of this model. 
^This model is characterized by evaluation that is based upon the 
results or outcomes of student achievement tests or on competency-based 
evaluations, but not on methods, styles, or processes. Generally, the 
instruments for assessing student growth are norm-referenced tests and 
criterion-referenced tests. 
^This model is characterized by a close relationship between the in­
structor and the supervisor with emphasis on collégial rather than 
authoritarian orientation. It takes its principal data from the classroom and 
is designed to improve the instructor's performance. 
®This model is characterized by a belief that teaching is an art, that the 
quality of the performance the instructor exhibits is likened to an aesthetic 
experience. The evaluation is more subjective and, perhaps, less precise. 
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TABLE 11. The percentage of two-year colleges that have an institution or divi-
sion-wide process or model 
Yes No 
College has an evaluation model 78.1% 21.9% 
Additionally, 78.1 per cent of those surveyed responded that their college 
has an institution or division-wide evaluation process or model. 
The models of evaluation being utilized in the two-year colleges are 
shown in Table 12. The most prevalent model in use is the Clinical Supervision 
Model. 
TABLE 12. A comparison of the models of evaluation being utilized in two-
year colleges 
Community 
Model College 
Junior 
College 
Vocational 
Technical 
College 
Community 
Technical 
College 
Technical 
College 
Percentage 
AU 
Colleges 
Common Law 41 13 8 5 3 28.0 
Goal Setting 34 6 6 5 3 21.3 
Product 6 2 0 0 0 3.1 
Clinical Supervision 73 9 10 8 2 40.2 
Artistic-Naturalistic M 1 1 0 1 73 
Total of Colleges 170 31 25 18 9 100.0 
A graphic representation of the data in Table 12 is found in Figure 12. The 
clinical supervision model is the model of choice in community colleges, voca­
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tional technical colleges, and community technical colleges. The common law 
model is most prevalent in junior colleges. There appears to be no clear cut 
preference in technical colleges. 
Community Junior Technical Vocational Community Other Total All 
College College College Technical Technical Colleges 
College College 
H Common H Goal @ Product 
Law Model Setting Modal 
Model 
0 Clinical O Artistic-
Supervision Natural 
Model Model 
FIGURE 12. A comparison of the models of evaluation being utilized in two-
year colleges 
The models used do differ by type and size of institution. A series of three 
questions on the survey provide some insight into the differences. In response 
to the question about the number of formal evaluations conducted before a 
summative evaluation report is written, the responses ranged from none to 
eight. The average number of formal observations was 1.3, while the most fre­
quent response was one. The number of formal observations made before the 
summative evaluation is written is reported in Table 13. 
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TABLE 13. The number of formal observations made before the summative 
evaluation is written 
Number of Formal Observations Frequency Per cent 
0 75 29.3 
1 91 35.5 
2 53 20.7 
3 30 11.7 
4 5 2.0 
6 1 0.4 
8 1 0.4 
The second question in the series asked if there was a conference held 
prior to the formal observation. Surprisingly 183 of those surveyed, 71,5 per cent, 
indicated that no pre-observation conference was held. When asked if a confer­
ence was held after a formal observation, only 60.5 per cent, 155 respondents, 
stated that a post-observation conference was held. Table 14 is a representation of 
this data. 
TABLE 14. The frequency and percentage of observation conferences used in 
the evaluation process of two-year colleges 
Type of Conference Yes Per cent Per cent 
Pre-Observation 73 28.5 183 71.5 
Post-Observation 155 60.5 101 39.5 
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Figures 13 through 17 depict the percentage of each type of two-year 
colleges usiiig each of the various models of instructor evaluation. 
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FIGURE 13. Percentage of each type of college using the common law model 
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FIGURE 14. Percentage of each type of college using the goal setting model 
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FIGURE 15. Percentage of each type of two-year college using the product 
model 
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FIGURE 16. Percentage of each type of two-year college using the clinical 
supervision model 
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Artistic or Naturalistic Model 
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FIGURE 17. Percentage of each type of two-year college using the artistic-natu­
ralistic model 
It is interesting to note that there is evidence that the common law model, 
the goal setting model, and the clinical supervision model are used in all types of 
two-year colleges. The artistic or naturalistic model is used, although sparingly, 
in all types two-year colleges except vocational technical colleges. The product 
model is the least used and is not found in technical colleges, vocational techni­
cal colleges, or community technical colleges. This finding is curious in that, 
technical colleges, vocational technical colleges, and community technical col­
leges are normally associated with competency based education and are product 
centered. 
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The proportion relative to the amount of usage of each type of evaluation 
model is also consistent across the various sizes of two-year colleges. The most 
frequentiy used evaluation model in all sizes of two-year colleges is the clinical 
supervision model. The common law model and the goal setting model, respec­
tively, are the next most frequentiy used. Figure 18 is a comparison of the type 
of evaluation model in use in various size two-year colleges. 
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FIGURE 18. A comparison of the type of evaluation model in use in various 
size two-year colleges 
Figures 19 through 21 depict the percentage of each size of two-year col­
leges using each of the various models of instructor evaluation. The most 
prevalent type of evaluation model in use for each size of two-year college is the 
clinical supervision model. The least utilized type of evaluation model is the 
product model. 
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FIGURE 19. The percentage of two-year colleges with less than 1501 PTE using 
the various evaluation models 
In the smaller colleges, those with less than 1501 full time equivalent stu­
dents, the clinical supervision model was challenged in usage by the common 
law model. Approximately 39 percent of the respondents from small two-year 
year colleges indicated their college uses the clinical supervision model, while 
nearly 32 percent of the respondents from the same size colleges indicated their 
model in use was the common law model. The seven percent difference be­
tween the two most prevalent models in use in small colleges is the most nar­
row margin of difference among the various sizes of two-year colleges. 
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Between 1501 and 3500 PTE 
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FIGURE 20. The percentage of two-year colleges with enrollments between 
1501 and 3500 PTE using the various evaluation models 
The mid-sized colleges, those with 1501 to 3500 full time equivalent stu­
dents, use the clinical supervision model of evaluation more frequently than 
any of the other models. The second most frequently used model of evaluation 
is the goal setting model, while the common law model is a close third. Only 
one of the 84 respondents for mid-sized two-year colleges indicated their college 
used the product model. A further review of the data indicated the PTE of the 
college was listed as 3500, one short of the large two-year college category. The 
artistic or naturalistic model appeared to be more popular in the mid-sized two-
year college than either of the other size categories. 
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FIGURE 21. The percentage of two-year colleges with more than 3500 PTE us­
ing the various evaluation models 
In the larger two-year colleges, those having enrollments of over 3500 full 
time equivalent students, the clinical supervision model is even more dominant 
for the choice of evaluation models. Nearly 44 percent of the 66 respondents for 
large sized two-year colleges indicated the model in use to be the clinical supervi­
sion model, while only 25.8 percent of the respondents named the second place 
finisher, the common law model. 
According to those responding to the survey only 18 per cent of the two-
year colleges they represent are utilizing a "pay for performance", "merit pay", 
"career ladder", or other type of incentive program. Table 15 displays the re­
sponses of the evaluators. 
More Than 3500 FTE 
Common Law Goal Setting 
Model Model 
Product Model Clinical 
Supervision 
Model 
Artistic-Natural 
Model 
Most Prevalent Type of Model in Use 
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TABLE 15. The per cent of the two-year colleges that are utilizing a "pay for per­
formance", "merit pay", "career ladder", or other type of incentive 
program 
Incentive Program Frequency Percent 
Yes 46 18 
No 210 82 
The following is a graphic representation of the data in Table 15. 
Incentive Programs Are Utilized 
17.97% 
1^ Yes 
82.03% 
FIGURE 22. The per cent of the two-year colleges that are utilizing a "pay for 
performance", "merit pay", "career ladder", or other type of in­
centive program 
Several respondents wrote comments about this question on the survey. 
Most of those comments indicated that in the near future their college was 
plaiming to begin an incentive plan of some sort. 
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A further analysis can be made by comparing the use of incentive plans in 
the various sizes of two-year colleges. A review of Table 16 reveals that the 
larger the two-year college is, the less likely an incentive plan is in use. There is 
a statistically significant difference at the .05 level between each of the sizes of 
two-year colleges as it relates to the average usage of incentive plans in instructor 
evaluation. 
TABLE 16. A comparison, by college size, of the per cent of the two-year col­
leges that are and ^e not utilizing some type of incentive program 
Incentive Programs are used % N O  % YES 
Less Than 1501 PTE 73.1 26.9 
1501 to 3500 PTE 83.5 16.5 
More than 3500 PTE 93.9 6.1 
An additional analysis can be made by comparing the use of incentive 
plans in the various types of two-year colleges. A review of Table 17 reveals no 
clear pattern among the two-year colleges. Technical colleges are using incentive 
plans most frequently. On the other hand, the type of two-year college that is us­
ing incentive plans the least is the Junior College. In fact, there is a statistical dif­
ference at the .05 level between Junior colleges and all other types of two-year col­
leges relative to the usage of incentive plans in instructor evaluation. 
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TABLE 17. A comparison, by college type, of the per cent of the two-year col­
leges that are and are not utilizing some type of incentive program 
Incentive programs used 
Type of College % NO % YES 
Vocational Technical 77.8 22.2 
Community Technical 88.9 11.1 
Technical 76.0 24.0 
Community 81.2 18.2 
Junior 90.6 9.4 
The Third Research Question 
3. What are the elements of evaluation being used in instructor 
performance appraisal in two-year colleges? 
a. What percentage of states mandate two-year college instructor 
evaluation? 
b. What percentage of two-year colleges require instructor 
evaluation? 
c Is the same instrument utilized for all instructors? 
d. To what extent is peer evaluation being utilized? 
e. To what extent is an academic council being utilized in two-year 
college evaluation? 
f. To what extent is student feedback being used for evaluation? 
g. To what extent are student achievement data being used for 
evaluation? 
h. Are outside evaluators being used? 
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The elements of evaluation appear to be used in a variety of evaluation 
systems and to varying degrees within the two-year colleges that employ them. 
The results of this investigation will be presented by first depicting the combined 
responses for all the respondents to this survey, then by providing a summary of 
the the results when considered by sorting the responses by size and type of two-
year college. 
Almost 40 per cent of the respondents to the survey indicated that the state 
in which their two-year college is located mandates instructor evaluation. Table 
18 is a representation of the frequency and respective percentages of the re­
sponses to the question asking if the state mandates instructor performance 
appraisal. 
TABLE 18. The per cent of the two-year colleges, represented by the respon­
dents to this survey, that are in states where instructor evaluation is 
mandated 
State Mandated Evaluation Frequency Percent 
Yes 101 39.5 
No 155 60.5 
The figure that follows is a graphic representation of the per cent of states 
that mandate two-year college instructor evaluation. 
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FIGURE 23. The per cent of the states that mandate instructor evaluation for 
two-year colleges 
Although no correlation is known to exist, the smaller a two-year college 
is the more likely it is to be located in a state that mandates instructor perfor­
mance appraisal. 
TABLE 19. A comparison, by enrollment size, of the per cent of the two-year col­
leges in states that mandate instructor evaluation 
State mandates instructor evaluation % NO % YES 
Less Than 1501 PTE 
1501 to 3500 PTE 
More than 3500 PTE 
66.3 
62.4 
50.0 
33.7 
37.6 
50.0 
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When comparing two-year colleges, there are less technical colleges located in 
states that mandate instructor performance appraisal than other types of two-year 
colleges. 
TABLE 20. A comparison, by type, of the per cent of the two-year colleges in 
states that mandate instructor evaluation 
State mandates instructor evaluation 
Type of College % NO % YES 
Vocational Technical 61.1 38.9 
Community Technical 55.6 44.4 
Technical 80.0 20.0 
Community 57.6 42.4 
Junior 62.5 37.5 
The per cent of the two-year colleges that require instructor evaluation is 
much greater. Over 95 per cent of the colleges represented by the respondents to 
this survey require instructor evaluation. The figure that follows is a graphic 
representation of the per cent of the two-year colleges that require instructor 
evaluation. 
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FIGURE 24. The per cent of the two-year colleges that require instructor 
evaluation 
Another comparison can be made by considering the enrollment of the 
two-year colleges. This comparison reveals that all sizes of colleges are very 
similar in the requirement to evaluate instructors. 
TABLE 21. A comparison, by enrollment size, of the per cent of the two-year col­
leges that require instructor evaluation 
Colleges requires instructor evaluation % NO % YES 
Less Than 1501 PTE 
1501 to 3500 PTE 
More than 3500 PTE 
4.8 
4.7 
4.5 
95.2 
95.3 
95.5 
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Community Technical colleges appear to be the least likely type of two-
year college to require instructor performance appraisal. On the other hand. 
Junior colleges are most likely to to require instructor evaluation. 
TABLE 22. A comparison, by type, of the per cent of the two-year colleges that re­
quire instructor evaluation 
Colleges requires instructor evaluation 
Type of College % NO % YES 
Vocational Technical 5.6 94.4 
Community Technical 11.1 88.9 
Technical 4.0 96.0 
Community 5.3 94.7 
Junior 0.0 100.0 
There is no significant difference at the .05 level between the percentage of 
colleges that require instructor evaluation. 
Even though there are a number of different kinds of instructors found in 
the two-year college, most of the colleges use the same instrument to evaluate all 
instructors. Two hundred and fifteen of the 256 respondents indicated that the 
same instrument was used for all instructors. Table 23 and Figure 25 are repre­
sentations of the data collected. 
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TABLE 23. The per cent of the two-year colleges that use the same instrument 
for all instructors 
Same Instrument for All Frequency Percent 
Yes 215 84 
No 41 16 
16.02% 
83.98% 
H Yes 
m No 
FIGURE 25. The per cent of the two-year colleges that use the same instrument 
for all instructors 
The next table is a comparison of the per cent of the two-year colleges that 
use the same evaluation instrument for all instructors when sorted by the F.T.E. 
of the institution. The larger the two-year college is — the less likely the same in­
strument is used for all instructors. 
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TABLE 24. A comparison, by enrollment size, of the per cent of the two-year col­
leges that use the same evaluation instrument for all instructors 
Same instrument used for all instructors % NO % YES 
Less Than 1501 PTE 10.6 89.4 
1501 to 3500 PTE 16.5 83.5 
More than 3500 PTE 24.2 75.8 
When a comparison is made based on the type of two-year college, the 
Community Technical colleges use the same instrument for all instructors. Ju­
nior colleges are most likely to use a different instrument for evaluating differ­
ent kinds of instructors. 
TABLE 25. A comparison, by type, of the per cent of the two-year colleges that 
use the same evaluation instrument for all instructors 
Same instrument used for all instructors 
Type of College % NO % YES 
Vocational Technical 16.7 83.3 
Community Technical 0.0 100.0 
Technical 16.0 84.0 
Community 16.5 83.5 
Junior 18.8 81.2 
1 1 0  
Another common element of evaluation involves the use of peers to par­
ticipate in instructor evaluation. Over 42 per cent of the respondents to the pri­
mary data gathering questionnaire indicated that peer feedback was an element 
of their colleges' evaluation system. Table 26 lists the frequencies and 
percentages of positive and negative responses relative to the use of peer 
feedback. 
TABLE 26. The per cent of the two-year colleges that use peer feedback as a part 
of instructor evaluation 
Peer Feedback Used Frequency Percent 
Yes 108 42.2 
No 148 57.8 
This graphic is a depiction of the data contained in Table 26. 
42.19% 
FIGURE 26. The per cent of the two-year colleges that use peer feedback as a 
part of instructor evaluation 
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A comparison, by enrollment size, reveals that peer feedback is more 
likely to be an element of evaluation in two-year colleges with enrollments over 
3500 PTE. 
TABLE 27. A comparison, by enrollment size, of the per cent of the two-year col­
leges that use peer feedback in instructor evaluation 
Peer feedback is a part of evaluation % N O  % YES 
Less Than 1501 PTE 62.5 37.5 
1501 to 3500 PTE 61.2 38.8 
More than 3500 PTE 47.0 53.0 
A review of the data, by type, of the per cent of the two-year colleges that 
use peer feedback in instructor evaluation indicates that peer feedback is more 
likely to be a part of evaluation in Community, Junior, or Technical colleges 
than it is in Vocational Technical or Community Technical colleges. In fact. 
Vocational Technical or Community Technical colleges seldom use peer 
feedback. A further review of the data led to the discovery that over 90 per cent 
of the Vocational Technical or Community Technical colleges that are using peer 
feedback categorized themselves as large (more than 3500 F.T.E.) two-year 
colleges. Table 28 contains the comparison data of the per cent of the different 
types of two-year colleges that use peer feedback in instructor evaluation. 
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TABLE 28. A comparison, by type, of the per cent of the two-year colleges that 
use peer feedbadk in instructor evaluation 
Peer feedback is a part of evaluation 
Type of College % NO % YES 
Vocational Technical 77.8 22.2 
Community Technical 88.9 11.1 
Technical 44.0 56.0 
Community 58.2 41.8 
Junior 50.0 50.0 
The per cent of the two-year colleges that use an academic council as a part 
of instructor evaluation is very small. This element of evaluation is more 
closely associated with four-year colleges. More than 90 per cent of the respon­
dents to this survey stated that their two-year college did not use an academic 
council approach as a part of the evaluation system in their colleges. Table 29 
contains the data relative to the responses about the use of academic councils in 
two-year colleges. 
TABLE 29. The per cent of the two-year colleges that use an academic council as 
a part of instructor evaluation 
Academic Council Used Frequency Percent 
Yes 
No 
25 
231 
9.8 
90.2 
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This graphic is a depiction of the data contained in Table 29. 
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FIGURE 27. The per cent of the two-year colleges that use an academic council 
as a part of instructor evaluation 
Although seldom used, an academic council is more likely to be an 
element of evaluation in two-year colleges with enrollments of less than 1501 
PTE. 
TABLE 30. A comparison, by enrollment size, of the per cent of the two-year col­
leges that use an academic council in instructor evaluation 
An academic council is used % N O  % YES 
Less Than 1501 PTE 
1501 to 3500 PTE 
More than 3500 PTE 
88.5 
91.8 
92.4 
11.5 
8.2 
7.6 
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Academic councils are used more often in Technical colleges than any 
other type of college. 
TABLE 31. A comparison, by type, of the per cent of the two-year colleges that 
use an academic council in instructor evaluation 
An academic council is used 
Type of College % NO % YES 
Vocational Technical 94.4 5.6 
Community Technical 100.0 0.0 
Technical 84.0 16.0 
Community 90.6 9.4 
Junior 90.6 9.4 
An amazingly large percentage of the respondents reported that student 
feedback is employed as an element of the instructor performance appraisal sys­
tem in their two-year college. The following Table and its corresponding figure 
reveal the results of the survey. 
TABLE 32. The per cent of the two-year colleges that use student feedback as a 
part of instructor evaluation 
Student Feedback Used Frequency Percent 
Yes 
No 
234 
22 
91.4 
8.6 
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FIGURE 28. The per cent of the two-year colleges that use student feedback as a 
part of instructor evaluation 
Student feedback is used in evaluation less often in two-year colleges with 
enrollments between 1500 and 3500 FTE. Student feedback appears to be used an 
equally amount of time in both large and small two-year colleges. 
TABLE 33. A comparison, by enrollment size, of the per cent of the two-year col­
leges use student feedback in instructor evaluation 
Student feedback is used in evaluation % NO % YES 
Less Than 1501 FTE 
1501 to 3500 FTE 
More than 3500 FTE 
6.7 
11.8 
6.1 
93.3 
88.2 
93.9 
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TABLE 34. A comparison, by type, of the per cent of the two-year colleges use 
student feedback in instructor evaluation 
Student feedback is used in evaluation 
Type of College % NO % YES 
Vocational Technical 11.1 88.9 
Commimity Technical 22.2 77.8 
Technical 4.0 96.0 
Community 8.2 91.8 
Junior 6.2 93.8 
The per cent of the two-year colleges that use student achievement as a 
part of instructor evaluation is considerably less than those that use student 
feedback. Almost 22 per cent of the respondents reported that student achieve­
ment is an element of their respective two-year college's evaluation system. 
Table 35 contains the analysis of the data relative to the per cent of the two-year 
colleges that use student achievement as a part of instructor evaluation. 
TABLE 35. The per cent of the two-year colleges that use student achievement 
as a part of instructor evaluation 
Student Achievement Used Frequency Percent 
Yes 
No 
56 
200 
21.9 
78.1 
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21.88% 
78.13% 
FIGURE 29. The per cent of the two-year colleges that use student achievement 
as a part of instructor evaluation 
When viewed by enrollment size, the smaller two-year colleges appear to 
be more likely to employ student achievement as an element of instructor 
evaluation. Table 36 is a comparison, by enrollment size, of the per cent of the 
two-year colleges that use student achievement in instructor evaluation. 
TABLE 36. A comparison, by enrollment size, of the per cent of the two-year 
colleges that use student achievement in instructor evaluation 
Student achievement is used in evaluation % NO % YES 
Less Than 1501 PTE 
1501 to 3500 PTE 
More than 3500 PTE 
75.0 
80.0 
81.8 
25.0 
20.0 
18.2 
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The next table is a comparison, by type, of the per cent of the two-year col­
leges that use student achievement in instructor evaluation. Student 
achievement is used less often in the evaluation of instructors in Community 
Technical colleges. 
TABLE 37. A comparison, by type, of the per cent of the two-year colleges use 
student achievement in instructor evaluation 
Student achievement is used in evaluation 
Type of College % NO % YES 
Vocational Technical 77.8 22.2 
Community Technical 100.0 0.0 
Technical 72.0 28.0 
Community 78.8 21.2 
Junior 75.0 25.0 
The per cent of the two-year colleges represented by the respondents to this 
survey that use outside evaluators as a part of instructor evaluation is relatively 
small. Only 8.2 percent of the key participants in two-year college instructor 
evaluation indicated that the use of outside evaluators was an element of the 
evaluation system in their college. Table 38 and Figure 30 depict the two-year 
colleges that use outside evaluators as a part of instructor evaluation. 
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TABLE 38. The per cent of the two-year colleges that use outside evaluators as a 
part of instructor evaluation 
Outside Evaluators Used Frequency Percent 
Yes 21 8.2 
No 235 91.8 
820% 
• Yes 
m No 
FIGURE 30. The two-year colleges that use outside evaluators as a part of in­
structor evaluation 
TABLE 39. A comparison, by enrollment size, of the per cent of the two-year col­
leges that use outside evaluators in instructor evaluation 
Outside evaluators used in evaluation % NO % YES 
91.80% 
Less Than 1501 PTE 
1501 to 3500 PTE 
More than 3500 PTE 
93.3 
91.8 
89.4 
6.7 
8.2 
10.6 
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The larger the college the more likely that the evaluation process utilizes 
the element of outside evaluators. 
TABLE 40. A comparison, by type, of the per cent of the two-year colleges that 
use outside evaluators in instructor evaluation 
Outside evaluators used in evaluation 
Type of College % NO % YES 
Vocational Technical 94.4 5.6 
Community Technical 100.0 0.0 
Technical 80.0 20.0 
Community 92.4 7.6 
Junior 96.9 3.1 
Outside evaluators are used more often in Technical colleges than any other 
type of college. Responses from representatives of Community Technical 
colleges indicated that outside evaluators are not used in their institutions. 
The Fourth Research Ouestion 
4. What are the educational and technical backgrounds of those 
doing the supervision of instructors? 
a. What percentage of the evaluators have had previous training 
in pedagogy? 
b. What are the highest degrees held by those doing instructor 
evaluation? 
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A large majority of the respondents to this study indicate that they have 
previous training in pedagogy. Over 70 per cent of all the two-year college in­
structor evaluators responding to this survey stated that have completed a 
teacher preparation program. The representative of the respondents answers can 
be viewed in Table 41. 
TABLE 41. The per cent of the two-year college instructor evaluators respond­
ing to this survey that have completed a teacher preparation 
program 
Completed Teacher Frequency Percent 
Preparation Program 
Yes 180 70.3 
No 76 29.7 
A comparison can also be made by the enrollment size of the two-year col­
leges. No pattern can be observed in the data analysis. However, the evaluators 
in larger two-year colleges have significantly more pedagogical training, at the .05 
level, than the evaluators in mid-sized two-year colleges as it pertains to the 
percentage of all of them that have completed a teacher preparation program. 
Table 42 depicts this comparison. 
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TABLE 42. A comparison, by enrollment size, of the per cent of the two-year 
college instructor evaluators responding to this survey that have 
completed a teacher preparation program 
Completed teacher preparation program % NO % YES 
Less Than 1501 PTE 
1501 to 3500 PTE 
More than 3500 PTE 
29.8 69.2 
24.7 75.3 
34.8 65.2 
It is interesting to note that instructors are more likely to have completed 
a teacher preparation program in two-year colleges where the type of college is 
described by the word technical appearing in the title. Additionally, the 
instructor evaluators in Community Technical colleges indicated that they all 
had completed a teacher preparation program. Community colleges and Junior 
colleges are very similar when compared by the per cent of instructor evaluators 
that have completed a teacher preparation program. Table 43 is the tabular 
comparison of the responses of the instructor evaluators sorted by type of college. 
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TABLE 43. The per cent of the two-year college instructor evaluators that 
have completed a teacher preparation program 
Completed teacher preparation program 
Type of College % NO % YES 
Vocational Technical 11.1 88.9 
Community Technical 0.0 100.0 
Technical 12.0 88.0 
Community 34.1 65.9 
Junior 34.1 65.6 
The educational backgrounds of the respondents can be viewed in another 
way by reviewing the highest degree earned by the instructor evaluator. To 
make this comparison more quantitative, a number was assigned to the reported 
degrees so that a contrived mean could be compared. The highest number, nine, 
was given to those reporting that a post doctoral degree was the highest earned. 
The next highest number, eight, was given to those reporting a Ph.D. degree, and 
so on down. This arbitrary assignment of a number was for convenience of 
comparison and should not considered a value judgement. Table 44 is a re­
porting of the highest degree earned by the respondents to this survey. 
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TABLE 44. The highest degree earned by all the two-year college instructor 
evaluators responding to the survey 
Highest Degree Earned Frequency Percent 
Post Doctorate 1 0.4 
Ph.D. 52 20.3 
Ed.D. 34 13.3 
Ed. Spec. 8 3.1 
Masters 144 56.3 
Bachelors 5 2.0 
Associates 2 0.8 
Other 7 2.7 , 
Missing 3 1.2 
Contrived Mean 4.6 
It is interesting to note that over 93 per cent reported their highest earned 
degree to be a master's degree or higher. Supposedly this percentage is larger 
than the the one that would be reported by a random sampling of K-12 teachers 
and smaller than one that would result from a random sampling of four-year 
college and university instructors. 
The following figure is a graphic representation of the highest degree 
earned by all the two-year college instructor evaluators responding to the survey. 
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Highest Degree Earnet 
Post Ph.D. Ed.D. Ed. Spec. Masters Bachelors Associate Other Missing 
Doctorate 
FIGURE 31. A graphic representation of the highest degree earned by all the 
two-year college instructor evaluators responding to the survey 
Additional analysis can be made by the enrollment size of the two-year 
colleges. No pattern can be observed in the data analysis. However, the evalua­
tors in larger two-year colleges a slightly larger contrived mean than the evalua­
tors in other sized two-year colleges. The largest percentage of Ph.D. degrees are 
in the larger sized two-year colleges, while the largest number of Ed.D. degrees 
are in the smaller sized two-year colleges. The largest percentage of master's de­
grees are at the mid-sized colleges. Table 45 is a comparison of the highest degree 
earned by the two-year college instructor evaluators responding to the survey 
when sorted by the enrollment size of the colleges they represent. 
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TABLE 45. The highest degree earned by the instructor evaluators sorted by 
the enrollment size of the colleges they represent 
Highest degree earned Less Than 
1501 PTE 1501 to 3500 PTE 
More than 
3500 PTE 
Post Doctorate 0 0 1.5% 
Ph.D. 19.2 11.8 33.3 
Ed.D. 14.4 12.9 12.1 
Ed. Spec. 2.9 4.7 1.5 
Masters 58.7 60.0 48.5 
Bachelors 1.9 3.5 0 
Associates 1.9 0 0 
Other 1.0 4.7 1.5 
Missing 0 2.4 1.5 
Contrived Mean 4.6 4.4 4.9 
When sorted by the type of two-year college the respondent is associated 
with the contrived means are not significantly different and no pattern can be 
identified. However, it is noteworthy that Vocational Technical colleges have 
the lowest contrived mean, while the Community Technical colleges have the 
highest contrived mean. Table 46 contains the compared data. 
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TABLE 46. A comparison of the highest degree earned by all the two-year col­
lege instructor evaluators responding to the survey when sorted 
by the type of the colleges they represent 
Type of College 
Vocational 
Highest degree earned Technical 
Community 
Technical Technical Community Junior 
Post Doctorate 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 
Ph.D. 11.1 22.2 16.0 20.6 25.0 
Ed.D. 0 0 12.0 15.3 15.6 
Ed. Spec. 0 11.1 8.0 2.9 46.9 
Masters 83.3 55.6 60.0 55.3 0 
Bachelors 0 11.1 4.0 1.8 0 
Associates 0 0 0 0.6 3.1 
Other 0 0 0 0.6 6.3 
Missing 5.6 0 0 0.6 3.1 
Mean 4.2 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.4 
This data were analyzed as they relate to the type of two year college. A 
chart was constructed to compare the percentages of the respondents reporting 
educational training beyond the master's degree with those reporting 
educational training at or below the master's degree. The graphic that follows is 
the chart showing the various relationships. 
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Vocational Community Technical Community Junior 
Technical Technical 
Type of Two-Year College 
• Beyond Masters 0 Masters and Below 
FIGURE 32. The highest degree earned by the evaluators sorted by the type of 
college and grouped by those with earned degrees above the 
master's degree level and those with master's degrees or below 
The percentage of those with earned degrees beyond the master's degree is 
considerably smaller in the Vocational Technical colleges than in the other types 
of colleges. 
The Fifth Research Question 
5. What training does the evaluator have in evaluation? 
a. How hours of evaluator training has the average evaluator had? 
b. What differences, if any, are there between the size and types of 
institutions in regard to the amount of training evaluators 
have? 
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c Is certification in evaluation is held by the majority of 
evaluators? 
d. What is the perceived need for additional training in 
evaluation? 
The amount of training that evaluators have experienced varies greatly. 
Over 41 per cent of the respondents indicated they have never had any training 
as an evaluator. On the other hand, over 8 per cent of the respondents have had 
more than 75 contact hours of training in evaluation. Table 47 is a comparison 
of the number of hours of evaluator training completed by the two-year college 
instructor evaluators responding to the survey. 
TABLE 47. The number of hours of evaluator training completed by the in­
structor evaluators responding to the survey 
Contact Hours of Evaluator Training Frequency Percent 
None or Blank 106 41.4 
1 to 25 Hours 70 27.3 
26 to 50 Hours 42 16.4 
51 to 75 Hours 17 6.6 
More Than 75 Hours 21 8.2 
Figure 33 is a graphic representation of the number of hours of evaluator 
training completed by the two-year college instructor evaluators responding to 
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the survey. Over two-thirds of those evaluating instructors in two-year colleges 
have less than 25 contact hours of training in evaluation. 
120 T 
None or Blank 1 to 25 Hours 26 to 50 Hours 51 to 75 Hours More Than 75 
Hours 
B Frequency IH Percent 
FIGURE 33. The number of hours of evaluator training completed by the two-
year college instructor evaluators 
A comparison, by college enrollment size, of the number of hours of eval­
uator training completed by the two-year college instructor evaluators respond­
ing to the survey is found in Table 48. There are no patterns from which to pre­
dict the characteristics of a particular size of two-year college. 
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TABLE 48. A comparison, by college enrollment size, of the number of hours 
of evaluator training completed by instructor evaluators 
Less Than More than 
Hours of evaluator training 1501 FEE 1501 to 3500 PTE 3500 PTE 
None or Blank 44.2 35.3 40.9 
1 to 25 contact hours 25.0 29.4 28.8 
26 to 50 contact hours 17.3 18.8 12.1 
51 to 75 contact hours 2.9 10.6 7.6 
More than 75 hours 8.7 5.9 9.1 
None or Blank 1 to 25 contact 26 to 50 contact 51 to 75 contact More than 75 
hours hours hours hours 
• Less Than 1501FTE Q 1501 to 3500 PTE E More than 3500 FTE 
FIGURE 34. A graphic comparison, by college enrollment size, of the number 
of hours of evaluator training completed by the two-year college 
instructor evaluators 
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Another comparison can be made by sorting the responses by college type. 
The Community Technical college instructor evaluators appear to have more 
training in evaluation than instructor evaluators in other types of two-year col­
leges. The Community college instructor evaluators appear to have less training 
in evaluation than instructor evaluators in other types of two-year colleges. 
TABLE 49. A comparison, by college type, of the number of hours of evaluator 
training completed by the two-year college instructor evaluators 
Type of College 
Hours of Evaluator Training 
Vocational 
Technical 
Community 
Technical Technical Community Junior 
None or Blank 38.9 11.1 28.0 44.1 46.9 
1 to 25 contact hours 22.2 33.3 24.0 29.4 21.9 
26 to 50 contact hours 22.2 44.4 28.0 12.9 15.6 
51 to 75 contact hours 5.6 11.1 8.0 6.5 6.3 
More than 75 hours 11.1 0.0 8.0 7.1 9.4 
Figure 35 is a graphic representation of the comparison by college type of 
the number of hours of evaluator training completed by the two-year college in­
structor evaluators responding to the survey. 
1 3 3  
Vocational Community Technical Community Junior 
Technical Technical 
Type of Two-Year College 
• None or 1 i lto25 M 26 to 50 H 51 to 75 • More 
Blank contact contact contact than 75 
hours hours hours hours 
FIGURE 35. A graphic representation by type of college of the number of hours 
of evaluator training completed by the two-year college instructor 
evaluators responding to the survey 
A comparison of the number and percentage of the two-year college in­
structor evaluators responding to the survey that are certified as instructor eval­
uators is shown in Table 50. 
It is interesting to note that less than 4 per cent of the respondents are cer­
tified as instructor evaluators. A further sorting of those certified revealed no 
pattern from state to state. 
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TABLE 50. A comparison of the number and percentage of the two-year college 
instructor evaluators that are certified as instructor evaluators 
Certified Evaluator Frequency Percent 
Yes 10 3.9 
No 246 96.1 
A graphic representation of the number and percentage of the two-year 
college instructor evaluators responding to the survey that are certified as 
instructor evaluators is depicted by Figure 36. 
351% 
• Yes 
H No 
96.09% 
FIGURE 36. A graphic representation of the number and percentage of the 
two-year college instructor evaluators responding to the survey 
that are certified as instructor evaluators 
1 3 5  
A further comparison was made by sorting the data by enrollment size. 
There were no significant results. Table 51 contains the comparison of the two-
year college instructor evaluators responding to the survey that are certified as 
instructor evaluators when sorted by college enrollments. 
TABLE 51. A comparison, by college enrollment size, of the two-year college 
instructor evaluators that are certified as instructor evaluators 
Less Than More than 
Is certification held by evaluator 1501 PTE 1501 to 3500 PTE 3500 PTE 
Percent responding "Yes" 3.8 5.9 0.0 
Additional comparisons were made by two-year college type. Only two 
type of two-year colleges were found to have certified instructor evaluators, the 
Community Technical and Technical colleges. A full one-third of the respon­
dents from Technical colleges reported that they were certified as instructor 
evaluators. Table 52 is a comparison, by college type, of the two-year college in­
structor evaluators responding to the survey that are certified as instructor 
evaluators. 
TABLE 52. A comparison, by college type, of the two-year college instructor 
evaluators that are certified as instructor evaluators 
Type of College 
Vocational Community 
Is certification held by évalua tor Technical Technical Technical Community Junior 
Percent responding "Yes" 0.0% 5.6% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
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AU but 17 of the 256 respondents indicated at least some need for addi­
tional training in instructor evaluation. The average perceived need is 5.02, the 
median and the mode are both 5 and the standard deviation is 2.65. It is also in­
teresting to note that the dispersion of the responses in fairly consistent across 
the possible answers. A comparison of the respondents' perception of their need 
for more training in instructor evaluation is pictured in Table 53. 
TABLE 53. A comparison of the respondents' perception of their need for more 
training in instructor evaluation 
Needs More Training Frequency Percent 
Least need 0 17 6.6 
1 15 5.9 
2 25 9.8 
3 20 7.8 
4 14 5.5 
5 49 19.1 
6 28 10.9 
7 36 14.1 
8 29 11.3 
Greatest Need 9 23 9.0 
Mean 5.02 
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A graphic representation of the comparison of the respondents' perception 
of their need for more training in instructor evaluation is shown in Figure 37. 
The mid-point of the scale is at 4.5 and almost two-thirds of the respondents in­
dicate a perceived need above that level. 
D Frequency El Percent 
FIGURE 37. A graphic representation of the comparison of the respondents' 
perception of their need for more training in instructor evalua­
tion 
When compared by the enrollment sizes of the two-year colleges, the av­
erage perceived need for additional training in instructor evaluation by instruc­
tor evaluators responding to the survey reveals a pattern. The smaller the two-
year college the higher the perceived need for additional training in instructor 
evaluation. This pattern is in contrast to the pattern of the average number of 
instructors evaluated in various sizes two-year colleges where the instructor 
evaluators in larger colleges have significantly larger average numbers of in­
structors to evaluate. A graphic representation, by college enrollment size, of the 
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average number of instructors evaluated by the typical instructor evaluator is 
depicted by Figure 38. 
Average total number of instructors evaluated 
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FIGURE 38. 
50394 
45318 
39385 
m 
Less Than 1501 FTE 1501 to 3500 FTE More than 3500 FTE 
A graphic representation, by college enrollment size, of the 
average number of instructors evaluated by the typical instructor 
evaluator 
Table 54 is a comparison, by college enrollment size, of the percentage two-
year college instructor evaluators responding to the survey as to their perceived 
need for additional training in instructor evaluation. Most instructor evaluators 
perceive a moderate to strong need for more training in instructor evaluation. 
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TABLE 54. A comparison, by college enrollment size, of the perceived need for 
additional training in instructor evaluation 
Less Than More than 
Perceived need for additional training 1501 PTE 1501 to 3500 PTE 3500 PTE 
Least Need 0 3.8 5.9 10.6 
1 3.8 3.5 12.1 
2 11.5 9.4 7.6 
3 8.7 7.1 7.6 
4 3.8 9.4 3.0 
5 17.3 20.0 21.2 
6 8.7 15.3 9.1 
7 13.5 11.8 18.2 
8 14.4 11.8 6.1 
Most need 9 14.4 5.9 4.5 
Mean 5.5 5.0 4.4 
A further review can be made by comparing the mean of the responses of 
instructor evaluators from various size two-year colleges. Their perceived need 
for additional training in instructor evaluation is the highest among those from 
Community Technical colleges and Technical colleges. The lowest perceived 
need for additional training in instructor evaluation is among those from 
Community colleges and Junior colleges. 
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TABLE 55. A comparison, by college type, of the perceived need for additional 
training in instructor evaluation 
Type of College 
Perceived need for Vocational Community 
additional training Technical Technical Technical Community Junior 
Least Need 0 5.6 
1 5.6 
2 5.6 
3 11.1 
4 5.6 
5 27.8 
6 11.1 
7 11.1 
8 5.6 
Most need 9 11.1 
Mean 5.0 
0 0 7.6 6.3 
0 4.0 5.9 9.4 
0 0 10.6 15.6 
11.1 12.0 7.6 3.1 
11.1 8.0 4.1 9.4 
0 16.0 20.6 15.6 
11.1 16.0 10.0 12.5 
11.1 24.0 14.1 9.4 
44.4 16.0 9.4 12.5 
11.1 4.0 10.0 6.3 
6.8 5.8 4.9 4.6 
The perceived need for additional instructor evaluation training by the in­
structor evaluators responding to this survey when sorted by the type of college 
is graphically represented in the figure that follows. 
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FIGURE 39. A graphic representation, by college type, of the perceived need for 
additional instructor evaluation by the instructor evaluators re­
sponding to this survey 
The Sixth Research Question 
6. Is the frequency of occurrence of the evaluation models in use, 
as classified by McGreal's taxonomy, dependent on the type of 
the two-year college? 
This research question resulted in the formulation of the first null hy­
pothesis for this study: "The distribution of models in use among the two-year 
colleges is independent of the five types of two-year colleges." In order to answer 
the research question and test the hypothesis the chi square (x^) test of indepen­
dence was used. The x^distributions comprise a family of distributions, each de­
termined by a single degrees-of-freedom value. The x^-value itself does not 
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indicate where statistical significance lies in the case of a statistically significant 
test. However, the cell frequencies can be inspected for those contributing large 
(0-E)2/E values to the x^value. 
A 5 X 6 contingency table was constructed from the data for models by types 
of college. The calculated value of is 15.50867, the critical value of the test 
statistic is 31.410 with the alpha set at .05. Since the calculated value of x^ does 
not exceed the critical value, the null hypothesis is retained. The result of the 
null hypothesis being retained leads to the conclusion that, the use of various 
evaluation models is independent of the type of two-year college. Hence, the 
conclusion that there is no difference between the types of two-year colleges re­
garding their use of different models of evaluation. There is, however, a caveat. 
In the 5X6 contingency table for this statistical test over 20 per cent of the 
expected cell frequencies are small. As a result the Yates Correction for 
Continuity was calculated as an adjustment. The results did not change enough 
to cause a rejection of the null hypothesis. 
Additionally, the data were regrouped for further study. A 2 X 5 contin­
gency table was constructed by combining the Community college and Junior col­
lege data together as one column and combining all the other colleges' data into 
a second column. This was a logical combination due to the fact that all the 
other colleges had within their names the word, technical. The new x^-value 
was computed to be 4.969, the critical value of the test statistic is 9.488. Once 
again, the calculated value of X^ does not exceed the critical value therefore the 
null hypothesis is retained. The conclusion remains, that there is no difference 
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between the types of two-year colleges regarding their use of different models of 
evaluation. 
The Seventh Research Question 
7. Is the frequency of occurrence of the evaluation models in use, 
as classified by McGreal's taxonomy, dependent on the size of the 
two-year college? 
This research question resulted in the formulation of the second null hy­
pothesis for this study: "The distribution of models in use among the two-year 
colleges is independent of the size of two-year colleges." In order to answer the 
research question and test the hypothesis the chi square (x^) test of independence 
was used. 
A 3 X 5 contingency table was constructed from the data for models by types of 
college. The calculated value of is 6.56475, the critical value of the test statistic 
is 15.507 with the alpha set at .05. Since the calculated value of x^ does not 
exceed the critical value, the null hypothesis is retained. The result of the null 
hypothesis being retained leads to the conclusion that, the use of various evalua­
tion models is independent of the size of two-year college. Hence, the conclusion 
that there is no difference between the sizes of two-year colleges regarding their 
use of different models of evaluation. 
The Eighth Research Question 
8. Is there a relationship between the model in use and the type or 
size of two-year college? 
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This research question resulted in the formulation of the third null hy­
pothesis for this study: "There is no relationship between the model in use and 
the type or size of two-year college." In order to answer this research question 
and to test the hypothesis contingency coefficients were determined for both the 
type of two-year college and the size of two-year college. 
The contingency coefficient is the correlation coefficient that is the appro­
priate procedure to determine the relationship between two-variables measured 
on the discrete-nominal scale that are not discrete dichotomies. This statistic is 
computed directly from the statistic. As a result, this index of relationship can 
be used for the 5X6 and 3X5 contingency tables constructed in this study to test 
the first two hypotheses. As with any correlation coefficient, the greater the 
value of the coefficient, the stronger the relationship between the two variables 
of the contingency table. The maximum value of the contingency coefficient is 
not 1.0. A maximum value must be determined for each given contingency 
table. 
When considering the data relative to the relationship between the type of 
two-year colleges and the evaluation model in use for the 5X6 contingency 
table a contingency coefficient of 0.23988 is computed. The maximum value of 
the 5X6 contingency table is computed by determining the square root of the 
smallest number of categories (5) minus 1 divided by the smallest number of cat­
egories. That computation results in 0.89443 as the maximum value for this par­
ticular contingency coefficient. Thus the magnitude of the relationship between 
the model in use and the type of two-year college is interpreted as being low. 
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When considering the data relative to the relationship between the size of 
two-year colleges and the evaluation model in use for the 3X5 contingency 
table a contingency coefficient of 0.15873 is computed. The maximum value of 
the 3X5 contingency table is computed by determining the square root of the 
smallest number of categories (3) minus 1 divided by the smallest number of cat­
egories. That computation results in 0.81650 as the maximum value for this par­
ticular contingency coefficient. Thus the magnitude of the relationship between 
the model in use and the size of two-year college is interpreted as being very low. 
The Ninth Research Question 
9. What are the efficacy ratings for each personnel standard? 
Each of the 21 personnel standards advanced by the Joint Committee (1988) 
were included on the primary data gathering questionnaire. The respondents 
were asked to rate the quality of the model or process their institution uses on 
each of the standards. The responses were converted to numeric values using the 
following scheme: strongly agree = 4; agree = 3; disagree = 2; strongly disagree = 1; 
and not applicable or missing = 0. Zero values were not included in the data tabu­
lation. A comparison of the statistics relative to the responses, about the Per­
sonnel Standards, of the two-year college instructor evaluators participating in 
this survey is contained in Table 56. 
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TABLE 56. The statistics relative to the responses about the Personnel Standards 
Personnel Standard Mean Median Std. Dev Variance 
Service Orientation 3.185 3 0.707 0.500 
Formal Evaluation Guidelines 3.188 3 0.619 0.383 
Conflict of Interest 3.090 3 0.625 0.390 
Access To Evaluation Reports 3.601 4 0.559 0.312 
Interactions With Employees 3.475 4 0.607 0.368 
Constructive Orientation 3.262 3 0.670 0.449 
Defined Uses 3.174 3 0.685 0.470 
Evaluator Credibility 3.123 3 0.661 0.437 
Functional Reporting 2.941 3 0.771 0.595 
Follow-up Impact 3.053 3 0.677 0.458 
Practical Procedures 3.069 3 0.623 0.388 
Political Viability 2.972 3 0.719 0.518 
Fiscal Viability 2.733 3 0.776 0.602 
Defined Role 2.946 3 0.702 0.493 
Work Environment 2.914 3 0.625 0.391 
Doc. of Procedures 3.046 3 0.623 0.389 
Valid Measurement 2.911 3 0.688 0.473 
Reliable Measurement 2.741 3 0.708 0.501 
Systematic Data Control 3.270 3 0.626 0.392 
Bias Control 2.844 3 0.711 0.506 
Monitoring Eval. System 2.931 3 0.799 0.639 
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For the purposes of this study, the mean response of the participants is 
called the efficacy rating. The efficacy rating for each of the persormel standards 
is contained in the following figure. 
Efficacy Rating 
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FIGURE 40. The efficacy ratings for the Personnel Standards advanced by the 
Joint Committee (1988) 
The highest efficacy rating is for Standard P4: Access to Persormel Evalua­
tion Reports. The standard (Joint Committee, 1988) states, "Access to reports of 
persormel evaluation should be limited to those individuals with a legitimate 
need to review and use the reports, so that appropriate use of the information is 
assured." The lowest efficacy rating is for Standard FS 13: Fiscal Viability. The 
standard (Joint Committee, 1988) states, "Adequate time and resources should be 
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provided for personnel evaluation activities, so that evaluation plans can be ef­
fectively and efficiently implemented." 
The Joint Committee (1988) subdivided the standards into four categories 
that correspond to four basic attributes of sound evaluation: propriety, utility, 
feasibility, and accuracy. Basically, the standards require that evaluations be 
proper, useful, feasible, and accurate. The next series of figures depict the efficacy 
ratings within each of the four categories. 
PROPRIETY STANDARDS 
Service Formal Conflict of Access To Interactions 
Orientation Evaluation Interest Evaluation With 
Guidelines Reports Employees 
Personnel Standard 
FIGURE 41. The efficacy ratings for the propriety standards advanced by the 
Joint Committee (1988) 
1 4 9  
UTILITY STANDARDS 
4T 
Constructive Defined Uses Evaluator Functional Follow-up 
Orientation Credibility Reporting Impact 
Personnel Standard 
FIGURE 42. The efficacy ratings for the utility standards advanced by the Joint 
Committee (1988) 
FEASIBILITY STANDARDS 
4T 
Practical Procedure Political Viabillity Rscal Viabillity 
Personnel Standard 
FIGURE 43. The efficacy ratings for the feasibility standards advanced by the 
Joint Committee (1988) 
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ACCURACY STANDARDS 
4 
Defined Work Doc. of Valid Reliable Systemati* Bias Monitorin] 
Role EnvrnmntProcedure Msrmnt Msrmnt Data Control Eval. 
Control System 
Personnel Standard 
FIGURE 44. The efficacy ratings for the accuracy standards advanced by the 
Joint Committee (1988) 
It is of interest to compare the average efficacy ratings for the four cate­
gories of personnel standards. This comparison reveals that the respondents felt 
their evaluation systems were adequate in almost all areas. 
TABLE 57. A comparison of the efficacy ratings for the four categories of the 
Personnel Standards 
Category of Personnel Standard Average Efficacy Rating 
Propriety Standards 3.308 
Utility Standards 3.111 
Feasibility Standards 2.925 
Accuracy Standards 3.002 
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The lowest average efficacy rating is in the category of feasibility standards. 
The highest average efficacy rating is in the category of propriety standards. 
However, the differences in the averages are not statistically significant. A 
graphic representation of the average efficacy ratings for the four categories of the 
personnel standards advanced by the Joint Committee (1988) is contained in 
Figure 44. 
Propriety Standards Utility Standards Feasibility Standards Accuracy Standard: 
FIGURE 45. The average efficacy ratings for the four categories of the 
personnel standards advanced by the Joint Committee (1988) 
The Tenth Research Question 
10. Are differences in the efficacy ratings on each personnel standard 
attributable to the model in use, or the type or size of two-year college? 
This research question resulted in the formulation of the rest of the null 
hypotheses for this study. Each hypothesis, 4 through 6, will be reprinted here­
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in-after as their test results are reported. The fourth hypothesis stated: "There is 
no significant difference in the efficacy rating for each personnel standard be­
tween the evaluation models in use." In order to answer this research question 
and to test this hypothesis, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was computed to 
determine whether the observed differences can be reasonably attributed to 
chance or whether there is reason to suspect true differences between the five 
models of instructor evaluation. 
The ANOVA is used to test the hypothesis by calculating the F statistic. 
The observed significance level is obtained by comparing the calculated F to val­
ues of the F distribution with k-1 and N-k degrees of freedom. The observed sig­
nificance level is the probability of obtaining an F statistic at least as large as the 
one calculated when all population means are equal. If this probability is small 
enough, the hypothesis is rejected. 
A significant F statistic indicates only that the population means are prob­
ably unequal. It does not pinpoint where the differences are. A post hoc multi­
ple comparison test is used to decide which pairs or combinations of means are 
not equal. The Scheffé method is recommended when there is a significant F-ra-
tio in the ANOVA, and when the group sample sizes are unequal (Hinkle et al., 
1979). The Scheffé method is conservative for pairwise comparisons of means. It 
requires larger differences between means for significance than most of the other 
comparison methods. 
The SPSSx procedure ONEWAY was used to produce the one-way 
analysis of variance. Output includes sums of squares, degrees of freedom, 
mean squares, and the F ratio and its significance. Additionally, the SPSSx 
procedure RANGES=SCHEFFÉ was used to generate the post hoc test results. 
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Output includes either the statement that no two groups are significantly dif­
ferent at the 0.05 level or a matrix denoting the pairs or groups that are signif­
icant at the 0.05 level. The results of the ANOVA is presented in Table 59. 
The results of the ANOVA revealed significant differences in the efficacy 
ratings between the five models of instructor evaluation for each of seven of the 
personnel standards. However, when the Scheffé post hoc multiple comparison 
test was conducted, only personnel standard US9, FUNCTIONAL REPORTING, 
produced pinpointed differences between the five models. The clinical super­
vision model has a significantly higher efficacy rating than the goal setting 
model at the 0.05 level for the FUNCTIONAL REPORTING (US9) personnel 
standard. The analysis of variance of personnel standard US9: Functional Re­
porting by model of evaluation is depicted by Table 58. 
TABLE 58. Analysis of variance of personnel standard US9: Functional Report­
ing by model of evaluation 
Source D.F. 
Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Squares 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
Between Groups 4 6.1713 1.5428 2.649 0.0344* 
Within Groups 213 124.0535 0.5824 
Total 217 130.2248 
^Significant at .05 level. 
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TABLE 59. The results of an ANOVA of the efficacy ratings for each personnel 
standard between the five models of evaluation 
Standard 
Observed 
F Ratio 
Calculated 
F Probability 
Retain or Reject 
Hypothesis 
PSl 2.5205* 0.0418 REJECT 
PS2 0.6108 0.6553 RETAIN 
PS3 0.6673 0.6154 RETAIN 
PS4 0.4035 0.8060 RETAIN 
PS5 3.2456* 0.0128 REJECT 
US6 2.6819* 0.0322 REJECT 
US7 1.2095 0.3074 RETAIN 
US8 1.7003 0.1507 RETAIN 
US9 2.6490* 0.0344 REJECT 
USIO 1.9216 0.1076 RETAIN 
FSll 3.0921* 0.0165 REJECT 
FS12 3.0687* 0.0172 REJECT 
FS13 2.2389 0.0656 RETAIN 
AS14 2.0472 0.0886 RETAIN 
AS15 1.5301 0.1943 RETAIN 
AS16 1.6810 0.1552 RETAIN 
AS17 2.1553 0.0749 RETAIN 
AS18 1.2146 0.3055 RETAIN 
AS19 3.0912* 0.0166 REJECT 
AS20 1.7398 0.1422 RETAIN 
AS21 0.7442 0.5628 RETAIN 
•Significant at .05 level. 
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Because the Scheffé method keeps the experiment-wise Type I error rate at 
the a priori alpha level, it failed to pinpoint which pairs or combinations of 
means are significantly different in six of the seven cases. As a result, further sta­
tistical analysis was necessary. First, a must less conservative post hoc test was 
performed. Duncan's multiple range test was used to produce multiple compar­
isons between all groups. Once potential differences were identified, orthogonal 
contrasts were planned and conducted. The hypotheses reflected by the contrasts 
are independent and therefore the experiment-wise Type I error rate is 
maintained at the 0.05 alpha level. This procedure is statistically more powerful 
than the Scheffé method. 
The use of the orthogonal contrasts produced some robust statistics and 
pinpointed which pairs of means are significantly different for each case. The re­
sults of the statistical analysis have been tabled separately and will be discussed in 
the following pages. 
Three significant differences were identified between the means of the ef­
ficacy ratings for the personnel standard PSl: Service Orientation on the models 
of evaluation in use. The clinical supervision model has a significantly higher 
efficacy rating than either the goal setting model or the common law model at 
the 0.05 level for the SERVICE ORIENTATION (PSl) personnel standard. Also, 
the efficacy rating of the artistic-naturalistic model is significantly higher than 
the goal setting model. Table 60 contains the data for the analysis of variance of 
persormel standard PSl: Service Orientation by model of evaluation. 
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TABLE 60. Analysis of variance of personnel standard PSl: Service Orientation 
by model of evaluation 
Source D.F. 
Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Squares 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
4 
242 
246 
4.7463 
113.9257 
118.6721 
1.1866 
0.4708 
2.5205 0.0418» 
Contrast Coefficient Matrix 
Common Goal Clinical Artistic-
Law Setting Product Supervision Naturalistic 
Model Model Model Model Model 
Contrast 1 -1 0 0 0 1 
Contrast 2 0 -1 0 0 1 
Contrast 3 -1 0 0 1 0 
Contrast 4 0 -1 0 1 0 
Pooled Variance Estimate 
Value S. Error T Value D.F. TProb. 
Contrast 1 0.3019 0.1816 1.663 242 0.098 
Contrast 2 0.3700 0.1872 1.977 242 0.049» 
Contrast 3 0.2330 0.1074 2.170 242 0.031* 
Contrast 4 0.3011 0.1166 2.583 242 0.010» 
^Significant at .05 level. 
Two significant differences were identified between the means of the effi­
cacy ratings for the personnel standard PS5: Interactions with Evaluatees on the 
models of evaluation in use. The clinical supervision model has a significantly 
higher efficacy rating than either the goal setting model or the common law 
model at the 0.05 level for the INTERACTIONS WITH EMPLOYEES (PS5) per­
sonnel standard. Table 61 contains the data for the analysis of variance of per­
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sonnel standard PS5: Interactions with Evaluatees by model of evaluation 
TABLE 61. Analysis of variance of personnel standard PS5: Interactions with 
Evaluatees by model of evaluation 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 4 4.6276 1.1569 3.2456 0.0128» 
Within Groups 248 88.4001 0.3565 
Total 252 93.0277 
Contrast Coefficient Matrix 
Common Goal Clinical Artistic-
Law Setting Product Supervision Naturalistic 
Model Model Model Model Model 
Contrast 1 -1 0 1 0 0 
Contrast 2 -1 2 2 1 0 
Contrast 3 0 -1 0 1 0 
Contrast 4 0 0 1 0 -1 
Pooled Variance Estimate 
Value S. Error T Value D.F. TProb. 
Contrast 1 0.4261 0.2227 1.913 248 0.057 
Contrast 2 0.2839 0.0923 3.077 248 0.002* 
Contrast 3 0.2004 0.1005 1.995 248 0.047* 
Contrast 4 0.4167 0.2537 1.642 248 0.102 
"Significant at .05 level. 
Two significant differences were identified between the means of the effi­
cacy ratings for the personnel standard US6: Constructive Orientation on the 
models of evaluation in use. The clinical supervision model has a significantly 
higher efficacy rating than either the goal setting model or the common law 
model at the 0.05 level for the CONSTRUCTION ORIENTATION (US6) person­
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nel standard. Table 62 contains the data for the analysis of variance of personnel 
standard US6: Constructive Orientation by model of evaluation 
TABLE 62. Analysis of variance of personnel standard US6: Constructive 
Orientation by model of evaluation 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Frob. 
Between Groups 4 4.7025 1.1756 2.6819 0.0322* 
Within Groups 245 107.3975 0.4384 
Total 249 112.1000 
Contrast Coefficient Matrix 
Common Goal Clinical Artistic-
Law Setting ] Product Supervision Naturalistic 
Model Model Model Model Model 
Contrast 1 -1 0 1 0 0 
Contrast 2 0 -1 1 0 0 
Contrast 3 -1 0 0 1 0 
Contrast 4 0 -1 0 1 0 
Pooled Variance Estimate 
Value S. Error T Value D.F. TProb. 
Contrast 1 0.3000 0.2625 1.143 245 0.254 
Contrast 2 0.3154 0.2663 1.184 245 0.237 
Contrast 3 0.2734 0.1028 2.660 245 0.008* 
Contrast 4 0.2888 0.1121 2.576 245 0.011» 
•Significant at .05 level. 
The means of the efficacy ratings for the personnel standard FSll: Practi­
cal Procedures have two significant differences between the models of evaluation 
in use. The clinical supervision model has a significantly higher efficacy rating 
than either the goal setting model or the common law model at the 0.05 level for 
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the PRACTICAL PROCEDURES (FSll) personnel standard. Table 63 contains 
the data. 
TABLE 63. Analysis of variance of personnel standard FSll: Practical 
Procedures by model of evaluation 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 4 4.6777 1.1694 3.0921 0.0165* 
Within Groups 241 91.1475 0.3782 
Total 245 95.8252 
Contrast Coefficient Matrix 
Common Goal Clinical Artistic-
Law Setting Product Supervision Naturalistic 
Model Model Model Model Model 
Contrast 1 -1 0 0 1 0 
Contrast 2 0 -1 1 0 0 
Contrast 3 0 -1 0 1 0 
Contrast 4 0 0 1 0 -1 
Pooled Variance Estimate 
Value S. Error T Value D.F. TProb. 
Contrast 1 0.2325 0.0965 2.410 241 0.017» 
Contrast 2 0.3480 0.2339 1.488 241 0.138 
Contrast 3 0.3159 0.1056 2.990 241 0.003* 
Contrast 4 0.3056 0.2613 1.169 241 0.243 
"Significant at .05 level. 
Two significant differences were identified between the means of the effi­
cacy ratings for the personnel standard FS12: Political Viability on the models of 
evaluation in use. The clinical supervision model has a significantly higher effi­
cacy rating than either the artistic-naturalistic model or the goal setting model at 
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the 0,05 level for the POLITICAL VIABILITY (FS12) personnel standard. Table 64 
contains the data. 
TABLE 64. Analysis of variance of personnel standard FS12: Political Viability 
by model of evaluation 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 4 * 6.1942 1.5485 3.0687 0.0172* 
Within Groups 239 120.6050 0.5046 
Total 243 126.7992 
Contrast Coefficient Matrix 
Common Goal 
Law Setting 
Model Model 
Contrast 1 -1 0 
Contrast 2 0 0 
Contrast 3 -1 0 
Contrast 4 0 0 
Clinical Artistic-
Product Supervision Naturalistic 
Model Model Model 
10 0 
0 1 -1 
0 1 0 
1 0  - 1  
Pooled Variance Estimate 
Value S. Error T Value D.F. 
Contrast 1 0.4412 0.2655 1.662 239 
Contrast 2 0.4091 0.1820 2.247 239 
Contrast 3 0.3225 0.1119 2.882 239 
Contrast 4 0.5278 0.3018 1.748 239 
TProb. 
0.098 
0.026* 
0.004* 
0.082 
•Significant at .05 level. 
Both the clinical supervision model and the product model have a 
significantly higher efficacy rating than the artistic-naturalistic model at the 0.05 
level for the SYSTEMATIC DATA CONTROL (AS19) personnel standard. Table 
63 contains the data. 
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TABLE 65. Analysis of variance of personnel standard AS19: Systematic Data 
Control by model of evaluation 
Source D.F. 
Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Squares 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
Between Groups 4 4.7218 1.1804 3.0912 0.0166* 
Within Groups 241 92.0302 0.3819 
Total 245 96.7520 
Contrast Coefficient Matrix 
Common Goal Clinical Artistic-
Law Setting Product Supervision Naturalisti 
Model Model Model Model Model 
Contrast 1 -1 0 1 0 0 
Contrast 2 0 -1 1 0 0 
Contrast 3 0 0 0 1 -1 
Contrast 4 0 0 1 0 -1 
Pooled Variance Estimate 
Value S. Error T Value D.F. TProb. 
Contrast 1 0.3862 0.2312 1.671 241 0.096 
Contrast 2 0.4552 0.2344 1.942 241 0.053 
Contrast 3 0.4356 0.1582 2.753 241 0.006* 
Contrast 4 0.6806 0.2626 2.592 241 0.010* 
^Significant at .05 level. 
This tenth research question also resulted in the formulation of the 
fifth hypothesis, it stated: "There is no significant difference in the efficacy 
rating for each personnel standard between the types of two-year colleges." In 
order to answer this research question and to test this hypothesis, an analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) was computed to determine whether the observed dif­
ferences can be reasonably attributed to chance or whether there is reason to 
suspect true differences between the six types of two-year colleges. The results 
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of the ANOVA is presented in Table 66. There were no significant differ­
ences. 
Additionally, this tenth research question also resulted in the formula­
tion of the sixth hypothesis, it stated: "There is no significant difference in 
the efficacy rating for each personnel standard between the sizes of two-year 
colleges." In order to answer this research question and to test this hypothe­
sis, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was computed to determine whether 
the observed differences can be reasonably attributed to chance or whether 
there is reason to suspect true differences between the three sizes of two-year 
colleges. The results of the ANOVA is presented in Table 67. There were no 
significant differences. 
Summary 
A narrative profile of the "typical" instructor evaluator can be constructed 
by compiling the average responses to the data gathering questionnaire. This 
"typical" instructor evaluator is most likely to be found in a Community College 
with less than 1501 PTE. Even though the state probably doesn't have a law 
mandating instructor evaluation his/her college is likely to require it. He or she 
is most often called a Dean of Instruction or Academic Affairs and is responsible 
to evaluate at least 44 instructors and 8 non-instructors. The types of the 44 in­
structors usually include 38 classroom instructors, 2 clinical instructors, 2 labo­
ratory instructors, and 2 shop instructors. In addition to spending an average of 
almost 9 percent of their time on instructor evaluation they also perform at least 
14 other duties. These other duties include supporting improvement of instruc­
tion, supervising curriculum, promoting professional growth, providing support 
to instructors, assisting students, serving the community, supervising support 
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staff and others. The evaluator holds at least a master's degree, has completed a 
teacher preparation program, but holds no certificate as an evaluator and has not 
had any training as an evaluator. The "typical" instructor evaluator perceives a 
moderate to strong need for more training in instructor evaluation. 
The Clinical Supervision model of instructor evaluation is most likely to 
be utilized by the "typical" evaluator. Most of the time he or she will use the 
same instrument to evaluate all instructors and make only one formal observa­
tion of the instructor. No preobservation conference is likely to be held. How­
ever, a post-observation conference probably will be held. Pay for performance, 
merit pay, or a career ladder is probably not available as an incentive program for 
the evaluator. Normally student feedback will be considered in the evaluation 
of the instructor, but student achievement, outside evaluators, an academic 
council, or peer feedback will not normally be considered. 
Overall, the efficacy ratings were positive. Finally, there are very few dif­
ferences in the efficacy ratings on each personnel standard that are attributable to 
the model in use, or the type or size of two-year college. 
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TABLE 66. The results of an ANOVA of the efficacy ratings for each personnel 
standard between the six types of colleges 
Standard 
Observed 
F Ratio 
Calculated 
F Probability 
Retain or Reject 
Hypothesis 
PSl 0.4705 0.7573 RETAIN 
PS2 1.3010 0.2703 RETAIN 
PS3 1.3650 0.2471 RETAIN 
PS4 0.7766 0.5413 RETAIN 
PS5 0.6805 0.6060 RETAIN 
US6 0.8815 0.4756 RETAIN 
US7 1.6177 0.1704 RETAIN 
US8 0.6825 0.6047 RETAIN 
US9 0.2505 0.9091 RETAIN 
USIO 0.4484 0.7735 RETAIN 
FSll 0.6765 0.6089 RETAIN 
FS12 0.5416 0.7053 RETAIN 
FS13 0.8307 0.5068 RETAIN 
AS14 1.1758 0.3221 RETAIN 
AS15 1.9452 0.1039 RETAIN 
AS16 1.2481 0.2914 RETAIN 
AS17 1.8593 0.1185 RETAIN 
AS18 1.6452 0.1639 RETAIN 
AS19 0.1117 0.9783 RETAIN 
AS20 1.4461 0.2197 RETAIN 
AS21 0.6779 0.6079 RETAIN 
165-166 
TABLE 67. The results of an ANOVA of the efficacy ratings for each personnel 
standard between the three sizes of colleges 
Standard 
Observed 
F Ratio 
Calculated 
F Probability 
Retain or Reject 
Hypothesis 
PSl 1.3299 0.2664 RETAIN 
PS2 0.3926 0.6757 RETAIN 
PS3 0.6436 0.5264 RETAIN 
PS4 0.1195 0.8874 RETAIN 
PS5 0.2378 0.7886 RETAIN 
US6 1.0796 0.3413 RETAIN 
US7 0.0137 0.9864 RETAIN 
US8 0.3771 0.6862 RETAIN 
US9 0.7947 0.4530 RETAIN 
USIO 0.0634 0.9386 RETAIN 
FSll 0.9811 0.3764 RETAIN 
FS12 0.2055 0.8144 RETAIN 
FS13 2.2749 0.1050 RETAIN 
AS14 0.6387 0.5289 RETAIN 
AS15 0.1941 0.8237 RETAIN 
AS16 0.8853 0.4136 RETAIN 
AS17 0.0031 0.9969 RETAIN 
AS18 0.3427 0.7102 RETAIN 
AS19 0.5279 0.5905 RETAIN 
AS20 1.0245 0.3606 RETAIN 
AS21 0.2324 0.7928 RETAIN 
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The basic problems for this study were to identify the current practices of 
two-year colleges in the area of instructor performance appraisal; to classify the 
models of evaluation according to the McGreal (1983) taxonomy; to establish the 
efficacy of each model as it relates to the twenty-one personnel evaluation stan­
dards recently identified by the Joint Committee (1988); and to develop a profile 
of the "typical" supervisor conducting instructor performance appraisal. To ac­
complish these goals, two questionnaires were used to collect data from two-year 
college leaders, instructional supervisors, and other administrators responsible 
for evaluating instructors. Subjects were members of two-year college organiza­
tions and were randomly selected to respond to the questionnaires. 
The study was conducted in two phases. During the first phase of the 
study, a 10 per cent random sample of 2250 leaders of two-year colleges were 
asked to respond to the first questionnaire. Over 83 per cent (187) of those sur­
veyed responded. The responses requested were the names and titles of the su­
pervisors responsible for instructor performance appraisal. In the second phase 
of the study, a 40 per cent sample of those identified as instructor performance 
evaluators by those surveyed with the first questionnaire, were asked to respond 
to a lengthy data gathering questionnaire that was designed to collect informa­
tion that would provide answers to the problems identified in this study. Over 
71 per cent (256) of those surveyed responded. All the data collected were treated 
statistically. 
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The first problem, to identify the current practices of two-year colleges in 
the area of instructor performance appraisal, required a comprehensive ques­
tionnaire. The questionnaire obligated the respondent to answer 80 questions. 
The responses were first tabulated and classified by practice and then compared 
by type and size of two-year college using analysis of variance as the statistical 
procedure of comparison. 
The second problem, to classify the models of evaluation according to the 
McGreal (1983) taxonomy, required the respondent to select the model of instruc­
tor evaluation that best matched their current evaluation process. The respon­
dents were asked to make their selections from the description of the models that 
was provided within the questionnaire. Immediately following the classification 
section were questions about the number of formal observations and the use of 
pre-observation and post-observation conferences. Statistical analysis involved 
producing frequency histograms, conducting the chi square (x^) test of indepen­
dence, and determining contingency coefficients of correlation. 
The third problem, to establish the efficacy of each model as it relates to 
the twenty-one personnel evaluation standards recently identified by the Joint 
Committee (1988), required the respondent to rate the efficacy of their particular 
model using a four point Likert type scale. The standard was stated and the re­
spondent was asked to strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree that the 
evaluation model in their institution did precisely what the standard dted. The 
statistical treatment of these data included determining means, medians, stan­
dard deviations, and variances as well as making additional comparisons by use 
of multiple analyses of variance. 
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The fourth problem, to develop a profile of the "typical" supervisor con­
ducting instructor performance appraisal, required the researcher to compile 
demographic and other pertinent data. The respondents supplied the needed 
data as a part of their responses to the primary data gathering questiormaire. The 
average or most frequently occurring response, whichever was most appropriate, 
was used to produce the profile of a "typical" two-year college instructor 
performance evaluator. 
Findings 
Within the limitations of the study the following findings were estab­
lished. The research questions and hypotheses will be answered in chronological 
order. 
The first research question; 
Who supervises whom and what? What is the span of control? What are 
each supervisors duties? 
1. The job title most frequently identified as the instructional leader re­
sponsible for instructor evaluation was Dean of Instruction or Academic Affairs. 
2. The Dean of Instruction or Academic Affairs was responsible for the 
evaluation of an average of 62.5 instructors. 
3. The 62.5 instructors evaluated by the Dean of Instruction or Academic 
Affairs include an average of 53.8 classroom instructors, 2.5 clinical instructors, 
3.5 laboratory instructors and 2.7 shop instructors. 
4. The Dean of Instruction or Academic Affairs also is responsible for 
the evaluation of at least 7 non-instructors; i.e., 1.3 non-teaching administrators. 
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1.2 teaching administrators, 1.0 technicians, 2.8 support staff personnel, and 1.1 
others. 
5. The span of control for the Dean of Instruction or Academic Affairs 
was an average of 70 people. 
6. Overall the instructional leaders in two-year colleges are responsible 
for the evaluation of an average of 44.2 instructors and 7.5 non-instructors. 
a. Instructional leaders in colleges with more than 3500 F.T.E. 
have an average of 50.4 instructors to evaluate. 
b. Instructional leaders in colleges with between 1501 and 
3500 F.T.E. have an average of 45.3 instructors to evaluate. 
c Instructional leaders in colleges with less than 1501 F.T.E. 
have an average of 39.4 instructors to evaluate. 
7. The instructional leaders in two-year colleges spend 8.9 per cent of 
their time evaluating instructors. 
8. Instructional leaders reported to have a number of other duties: 
a. 96.9 per cent support the improvement of instruction, 
b. 94.1 per cent supervise the curriculum, 
c 94.1 per cent promote professional growth, 
d. 92.2 per cent support instructors, 
e. 91.4 per cent formally evaluate instructors, 
f. 84.8 per cent supervise support staff, 
g. 84.8 per cent supervise instructors, 
h. 84.4 per cent serve in the community, 
i. 83.2 per cent assist students, 
j. 81.6 per cent formally evaluate support staff. 
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k. 79.3 per cent maintain public relations, 
1. 72.7 per cent provide orderly environment, 
m. 69.9 per cent emphasize student achievement, 
n. 56.6 per cent monitor student progress, 
o. 48.4 per cent assist in economic development for their area, 
p. 44.9 per cent supervise other administrators, 
q. 42.2 per cent formally evaluate other administrators, and 
r. 35.2 per cent maintain physical facilities. 
The second research question: 
What are the models of evaluation being utilized in the two-year college? 
9. The clinical supervision model was identified as the most com­
monly used model of evaluation. Of those responding: 
a. 39.8 per cent identified the clinical supervision model as 
the one employed in their institution, 
b. 27.7 per cent identified the common law model as the one 
employed in their institution, 
c 21.1 per cent identified the goal setting model as the one 
employed in their institution, 
d. 7.4 per cent identified the artistic or naturalistic model (the belief 
that teaching is an art) as the one employed in their institution, 
and 
e. 3.1 per cent identified the product model as the one 
employed in their institution. 
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10. The clinical supervision model is used more often in community 
colleges, vocational technical colleges, and community technical colleges. The 
common law model is the most prevalent in junior colleges. 
11. The models used do not differ by institutional size. The clinical su­
pervision model is the most prevalent model in all sizes of two-colleges. 
12. Only 28.5 per cent of the respondents indicated that a pre-observation 
conference is held as a part of instructor evaluation. Post-observation confer­
ences were reported to be held in 60.5 per cent of the instructor evaluation 
processes. 
13. Even though 39.8 per cent of two-year college instructional leaders 
claim to be using the clinical supervision model, only 26.6 per cent use the ele­
ments of a pre-observation and a post-observation conference. 
14. The average number of formal evaluations conducted before a 
summative evaluation report is written was 1.3 per instructor evaluated. 
15. Eighteen per cent of the two-year colleges, represented by the respon­
dents to this survey, are utilizing a 'pay for performance', 'merit pay', 'career 
ladder', or other type of incentive program. 
16. The smaller the two-year college the more likely a 'pay for perfor­
mance', 'merit pay', 'career ladder', or other type of incentive program is in use. 
Of those responding: 
a. 26.9 per cent of the colleges with an enrollment of less 
than 1501 F.T.E. use a 'pay for performance', 'merit pay', 
'career ladder', or other type of incentive program. 
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b. 16.5 per cent of the colleges with an enrollment between 
1501 and 3500 F.T.E. use a 'pay for performance', 'merit 
pay', 'career ladder', or other type of incentive program. 
c 6.1 per cent of the colleges with an enrollment of more 
than 3500 F.T.E. use a 'pay for performance', 'merit pay', 
'career ladder', or other type of incentive program. 
17. Technical colleges are the most likely to a use a 'pay for per­
formance', 'merit pay', 'career ladder', or other type of incentive program. Of 
those responding: 
a. 24.0 per cent of the Technical colleges use a 'pay for 
performance', 'merit pay', 'career ladder', or other type of 
incentive program. 
b. 22.2 per cent of the Vocational Technical colleges use a 
'pay for performance', 'merit pay', 'career ladder', or other 
type of incentive program. 
c 18.2 per cent of the Community colleges use a 'pay for 
performance', 'merit pay', 'career ladder', or other type of 
incentive program. 
d. 11.1 per cent of the Community Technical colleges use a 
'pay for performance', 'merit pay', 'career ladder', or other 
type of incentive program. 
e. 9.4 per cent of the Junior colleges use a 'pay for 
performance', 'merit pay', 'career ladder', or other type of 
incentive program. 
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The third research question; 
What are the elements of evaluation being used in instructor performance eval­
uation? 
18. Thirty-nine and one-half per cent of the respondents indicated that 
the state in which their two-year college is located mandates instructor evalua­
tion. 
19. Over 95 per cent of the colleges represented by the respondents to 
this survey require instructor evaluation. 
20. The same evaluation instrument is used for all instructors in 84 per 
cent of the two-year colleges. 
21. Peer feedback was an element of 42.2 per cent two-year college evalu­
ation systems. 
22. Peer feedback is more likely to be an element of evaluation in two-
year colleges with enrollments over 3500 F.T.E. Of those responding: 
a. 53.0 per cent of two-year colleges with enrollments over 
3500 F.T.E. use peer feedback as a part of instructor 
evaluation, 
b. 38.8 per cent of two-year colleges with enrollments 
between 1501 and 3500 F.T.E. use peer feedback as a part 
of instructor evaluation. 
c 37.5 per cent of two-year colleges with erurollments under 
1501 F.T.E. use peer feedback as a part of instructor 
evaluation. 
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23. Peer feedback is more likely to be a part of evaluation in Technical, 
Junior, and Community colleges than it is in Vocational Technical and 
Community Technical colleges. Of those responding: 
a. 56.0 per cent of the Technical colleges use peer feedback 
as a part of instructor evaluation. 
b. 50.0 per cent of the Junior colleges use peer feedback as a 
part of instructor evaluation. 
c 41.8 per cent of the Community colleges use peer feedback 
as a part of instructor evaluation. 
d. 22.2 per cent of the Vocational Technical colleges use peer 
feedback as a part of instructor evaluation. 
e. 11.1 per cent of the Community Technical colleges use peer 
feedback as a part of instructor evaluation. 
24. Very few two-year colleges use an academic council as a part of in­
structor evaluation. Overall, only 9.8 per cent use an academic council as a part 
of instructor evaluation. 
25. A large percentage (91.4) of the respondents reported that student 
feedback is employed as an element of the instructor performance appraisal in 
their two-year college. 
26. Student feedback is most likely to be an element of evaluation in 
two-year colleges with enrollments over 3500 F.T.E. Of those responding: 
a. 93.9 per cent of two-year colleges with enrollments over 
3500 F.T.E. use student feedback as a part of instructor 
evaluation. 
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b. 93.3 per cent of two-year colleges with enrollments under 
1501 F.T.E. use student feedback as a part of instructor 
evaluation. 
c 88.2 per cent of two-year colleges with enrollments 
between 1501 and 3500 F.T.E. use student feedback as a 
part of instructor evaluation. 
27. Student feedback is more likely to be a part of evaluation in 
Technical, Junior, and Community colleges than it is in Vocational Technical 
and Community Technical colleges. Of those responding: 
a. 96.0 per cent of the Technical colleges use student 
feedback as a part of instructor evaluation. 
b. 93.8 per cent of the Junior colleges use student feedback as 
a part of instructor evaluation. 
c 91.8 per cent of the Community colleges use student 
feedback as a part of instructor evaluation. 
d. 88.9 per cent of the Vocational Technical colleges use 
student feedback as a part of instructor evaluation. 
e. 77.8 per cent of the Community Technical colleges use 
student feedback as a part of instructor evaluation. 
28. Student achievement is an element of instructor evaluation in 21.9 
per cent of the colleges represented by the respondents to this survey. The 
smaller the two-year college the more likely student achievement is an element 
of instructor evaluation. None of the respondents from Community Technical 
colleges indicated that student achievement is an element of instructor evalua­
tion in their colleges. 
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29. Only 8.2 per cent of the key participants in two-year college instructor 
evaluation indicated that the use of outside evaluators was an element of the 
evaluation system in their college. 
The fourth research question: 
What are Ûie educational and technical backgrounds of those doing the supervi­
sion of instructors? 
30. A large majority (70.3) of the respondents to this study indicate that 
they have previous training in pedagogy. Evaluators are more likely to have 
completed an teacher preparation program in Community Technical, Vocational 
Technical, and Technical colleges. Of those responding: 
a. 100.0 per cent of the instructor evaluators in Community 
Technical colleges have completed a teacher preparation 
program. 
b. 88.9 per cent of the instructor evaluators in Vocational 
Technical colleges have completed a teacher preparation 
program. 
c 88.0 per cent of the instructor evaluators in Technical 
colleges have completed a teacher preparation program. 
d. 65.9 per cent of the instructor evaluators in Community 
colleges have completed a teacher preparation program. 
e. 65.6 per cent of the instructor evaluators in Jtmior colleges 
have completed a teacher preparation program. 
31. Over 93 per cent of the instructor evaluators reported their highest 
earned degree to be a master's degree or higher. 
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32. The percentage of those with earned degrees beyond the master's de­
gree is considerably smaller in the Vocational Technical colleges than in the 
other types of colleges. Of those responding: 
a. 11.1 per cent of the instructor evaluators in Vocational 
Technical colleges hold an earned degree beyond the 
master's level. 
b. 33.3 per cent of the instructor evaluators in Community 
Technical colleges hold an earned degree beyond the 
master's level. 
c 36.0 per cent of the instructor evaluators in Technical 
colleges hold an earned degree beyond the master's level. 
d. 40.1 per cent of the instructor evaluators in Community 
colleges hold an earned degree beyond the master's level. 
e. 40.6 per cent of the instructor evaluators in Junior colleges 
hold an earned degree beyond the master's level. 
The fifth research question: 
What training does the evaluator have in evaluation? 
33. Over 41 per cent of the respondents indicated they have never had 
any training as an evaluator. On the other hand, over 8 per cent of the respon­
dents have had more than 75 contact hours of training in evaluation. Over two-
thirds of those evaluating instructors in two-year colleges have less than 25 con­
tact hours of training in evaluation. 
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34. A comparison, by college enrollment size, of the number of hours of 
evaluator training reveal that there are no patterns from which to predict the 
characteristics of a particular size of two-year college. 
35. The Community Technical college instructor evaluators appear to 
have more training in evaluation than instructor evaluators in other types of 
two-year colleges. The Community college instructor evaluators appear to have 
less training in evaluation than instructor evaluators in other types of two-year 
colleges. 
36. Less than 4 per cent of the respondents are certified as instructor 
evaluators. A further sorting of those certified revealed no pattern from state to 
state. 
37. All but 17 of the 256 respondents indicated at least some need for ad­
ditional training in instructor evaluation. On a scale from 0 to 9, the average 
perceived need is 5.02, the median and the mode are both 5 and the standard de­
viation is 2.65. The mid-point of the scale is at 4.5 and almost two-thirds of the 
respondents indicate a perceived need above that level. 
38. The smaller the two-year college the higher the perceived need for 
additional training in instructor evaluation. This pattern is in contrast to the 
pattern of the average number of instructors evaluated in various sizes two-year 
colleges where the instructor evaluators in larger colleges have significantly 
larger average numbers of instructors to evaluate. 
39. The perceived need for additional training in instructor evaluation 
is the highest among those from Community Technical colleges and Technical 
colleges. The lowest perceived need for additional training in instructor evalua­
tion is among those from Community colleges and Junior colleges. 
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The sixth research question. 
Is the frequency of occurrence of the evaluation models in use dependent on the 
type of the two-year college? The first hypothesis: The distribution of models in 
use among the two-year colleges is independent of the five types of two-year col­
leges. 
40. There is no difference between the types of two-year colleges regard­
ing their use of different models of evaluation. Hence, the distribution of mod­
els in use among the two-year colleges is independent of the five types of two-
year colleges. 
The seventh research question. 
Is the frequency of occurrence of the evaluation models in use dependent on the 
size of the two-year college? The second hypothesis: The distribution of models 
in use among the two-year colleges is independent of the size of two-year col­
leges. 
41. There is no difference between the sizes of two-year colleges regard­
ing their use of different models of evaluation. Hence, the distribution of models 
in use among the two-year colleges is independent of the size of two-year col­
leges. 
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The eighth research question. 
Is there a relationship between the model in use and the type or size of two-year 
college? The third hypothesis: There is no relationship between the model in 
use and the type or size of two-year college. 
42. There is little or no relationship between the model in use and the 
type or size of two-year college. When considering the data relative to the rela­
tionship between the type of two-year colleges and the evaluation model in use a 
contingency coefficient of 0.23988 is computed. Thus the magnitude of the rela­
tionship between the model in use and the type of two-year college is interpreted 
as being low. When considering the data relative to the relationship between the 
size of two-year colleges and the evaluation model in use a contingency coeffi­
cient of 0.15873 is computed. Thus the magnitude of the relationship between 
the model in use and the size of two-year college is interpreted as being very low. 
The ninth research question. 
What are the efficacy ratings (the power or capacity to produce the desired effect) 
for each personnel standard? 
43. The efficacy ratings for each of the 21 personnel standards advanced 
by the Joint Committee (1988) were included on the primary data gathering ques­
tionnaire. The respondents were asked to rate the quality of the model or process 
their institution uses on each of the standards. The responses were converted to 
numeric values ranging from a high of four (4) to a low of one (1). Responses of 
"not applicable" or those missing responses were not included in the data tabula­
tion. The highest efficacy rating was for Standard P4: Access to Personnel 
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Evaluation Reports. The lowest efficacy rating is for Standard FS 13: Fiscal Vi­
ability. A listing of the responses follows: 
a. 3.601 Standard P4: Access to Personnel Evaluation Reports — Access to 
reports of personnel evaluation should be limited to those indi­
viduals with a legitimate need to review and use the reports, so 
that appropriate use of the information is assured. 
b. 3.475 Standard P5: Interactions with Evaluatees — The evaluation 
should address evaluatees in a professional, considerate, and cour­
teous manner, so that their self-esteem, motivation, professional 
reputations, performance, and attitude toward personnel evalua­
tion are enhanced or, at least, not needlessly damaged. 
c. 3.270 Standard A6: Systematic Data Control — The information used in 
the evaluation should be kept secure, and carefully processed and 
maintained, so as to ensure that the data maintained and analyzed 
are the same as the data collected. 
d. 3.262 Standard Ul: Constructive Orientation — Evaluations should be 
constructive, so that they help institutions to develop human re­
sources and encourage and assist those evaluated to provide excel­
lent service. 
e. 3.188 Standard P2: Formal Evaluation Guidelines — Guidelines for per­
sonnel evaluations should be recorded in statements of policy, ne­
gotiated agreements, and/or personnel evaluation manuals, so 
that evaluations are consistent, equitable, and in accordance with 
pertinent laws and ethical codes. 
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f. 3.185 Standard PI: Service Orientation — Evaluations of educators 
should promote sound education principles, fulfillment of insti­
tutional missions, and effective performance of job responsibili­
ties, so that the educational needs of students, community, and so­
ciety are met. 
g. 3.174 Standard U2: Defined Uses — The users and the intended uses of a 
personnel evaluation should be identified, so that the evaluation 
can address appropriate questions. 
h. 3.123 Standard U3: Evaluator Credibility — The evaluation system 
should be managed and executed by persons with the necessary 
qualifications, skills, and authority, and evaluators should con­
duct themselves professionally, so that evaluation reports are re­
spected and used. 
i. 3.090 Standard P3: Conflict of Interest — Conflicts of interest should be 
identified and dealt with openly and honestly, so that they do not 
compromise the evaluation process and results, 
j. 3.069 Standard Fl: Practical Procedures — Personnel evaluation proce­
dures should be planned and conducted so that they produce 
needed information while minimizing disruption and cost, 
k. 3.053 Standard U5: Follow-Up and Impact — Evaluations should be fol­
lowed up, so that users and evaluatees are aided to understand the 
results and take appropriate actions. 
1. 3.046 Standard A3: Documentation of Procedures — The evaluation 
procedures actually followed should be documented, so that the 
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evaluatees and other users can assess the actual, in relation to in­
tended, procedures. 
m. 2.972 Standard F2: Political Viability — The personnel evaluation system 
should be developed and monitored collaboratively, so that all 
concerned parties are constructively involved in making the sys­
tem work. 
n. 2.946 Standard Al: Defined Role — The role, responsibilities, perform­
ance objectives, and needed qualifications of the evaluatee should 
be clearly defined, so that the evaluator can determine valid 
assessment data. 
o. 2.941 Standard U4: Functional Reporting — Reports should be clear, 
timely, accurate, and germane, so that they are of practical value to 
the evaluatee and other appropriate audiences, 
p. 2.931 Standard A8: Monitoring Evaluation Systems — The personnel 
evaluation system should be reviewed periodically and systemati­
cally, so that appropriate revisions can be made, 
q. 2.914 Standard A2: Work Environment — The context in which the 
evaluatee works should be identified, described, and recorded, so 
that environmental influences and constraints on performance 
can be considered in the evaluation. 
r. 2.911 Standard A4: Valid Measurement - The measurement procedures 
should be chosen or developed and implemented on the basis of 
the described role and the intended use, so that the inferences con­
cerning the evaluatee are valid and accurate. 
1 8 5  
s. 2.844 Standard A7: Bias Control — The evaluation process should pro­
vide safeguards against bias, so that the evaluatee's qualifications 
or performance are assessed fairly. 
t. 2.741 Standard A5: Reliable Measurement — Measurement procedures 
should be chosen or developed to assure reliability, so that the in­
formation obtained will provide consistent indications of the per­
formance of the evaluatee. 
u. 2.733 Standard F3: Fiscal Viability — Adequate time and resources 
should be provided for personnel evaluation activities, so that 
evaluation plans can be effectively and efficiently implemented. 
44. The Joint Committee (1988) subdivided the standards into four cate­
gories that correspond to four basic attributes of sound evaluation: propriety, 
utility, feasibility, and accuracy. Basically, the standards require that evaluations 
be proper, useful, feasible, and accurate. The following are the average efficacy 
ratings within each of the four categories. 
a. 3.308 Propriety Standards 
b. 3.111 Utility Standards 
c 3.002 Accuracy Standards 
d. 2.925 Feasibility Standards 
The tenth research question. 
Are differences in the efficacy ratings (the power or capacity to produce the 
desired effect) on each personnel standard attributable to the model in use, or to 
the type or size of two-year college? The fourth hypothesis: There is no 
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significant difference in the efficacy rating for each personnel standard between 
the evaluation models in use. 
45. The clinical supervision model has a significantly higher efficacy rat­
ing than the goal setting model at the 0.05 level for the FUNCTIONAL 
REPORTING (US9) personnel standard. 
46. The clinical supervision model has a significantly higher efficacy rat­
ing than either the goal setting model or the common law model at the 0.05 level 
for the SERVICE ORIENTATION (PSl) personnel standard. 
47. The clinical supervision model has a significantly higher efficacy rat­
ing than either the goal setting model or the common law model at the 0.05 level 
for the INTERACTIONS WITH EMPLOYEES (PS5) personnel standard. 
48. The clinical supervision model has a significantly higher efficacy rat­
ing than either the goal setting model or the common law model at the 0.05 level 
for the CONSTRUCTION ORIENTATION (US6) personnel standard. 
49. The clinical supervision model has a significantly higher efficacy rat­
ing than either the goal setting model or the common law model at the 0.05 level 
for the PRACTICAL PROCEDURES (FSll) personnel standard. 
50. The clinical supervision model has a significantly higher efficacy rat­
ing than either the artistic-naturalistic model or the goal setting model at the 0.05 
level for the POLITICAL VIABILITY (FS12) personnel standard. 
51. Both the clinical supervision model and the product model have a 
significantly higher efficacy rating than the artistic-naturalistic model at the 0.05 
level for the SYSTEMATIC DATA CONTROL (AS19) personnel standard. 
The fifth hypothesis: There is no significant difference in the efficacy 
rating for each personnel standard between the types of two-year colleges. 
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52. The fifth null hypothesis is retained, there is no significant differ­
ence in the efficacy rating for each personnel standard between the types of two-
year colleges. 
The sixth hypothesis: There is no significant difference in the efficacy rat­
ing for each personnel standard between the sizes of two-year colleges. 
53. The sixth null hypothesis is retained, there is no significant differ­
ence in the efficacy rating for each personnel standard between the sizes of two-
year colleges. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions were drawn from the results of this study. 
The first research question: 
Who supervises whom and what? What is the span of control? What are 
each supervisors duties? 
1. The appropriate instructor performance evaluator for most two-year 
colleges is the Dean of Instruction or Academic Affairs. His or her span of con­
trol is normally too large. In addition to spending almost nine (9) per cent of 
their time performing instructor evaluation for an average of over 62 
instructors, these instructional leaders have a wide range of additional duties. 
The second research question: 
What are the models of evaluation being utilized in the two-year college? 
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2. The clinical supervision model is the most commonly used model of 
evaluation in two-year colleges. 
3. The clinical supervision model is the most prevalent model in all sizes 
of two-colleges. 
4. The clinical supervision model is the model of choice in community 
colleges, vocational technical colleges, and community technical colleges. The 
common law model is the most prevalent in junior colleges. 
5. Even though a great number of two-year college instructional leaders 
claim to be using the clinical supervision model, at least a third of those claiming 
to use the model are not. The clinical supervision model has as elements a pre-
observation and a post-observation conference and only 26.6 per cent of the 
respondents indicated they did both. 
6. Most instructor evaluators only conduct one formal evaluation before 
a summative evaluation report is written. 
7. Teacher evaluation is not being augmented by utilizing a 'pay for per­
formance', 'merit pay', 'career ladder', or other type of incentive program in 
most two-year colleges. 
8. Smaller two-year colleges and Technical colleges are more likely a 'pay 
for performance', 'merit pay', 'career ladder', or other type of incentive program 
is in use. 
The third research question: 
What are the elements of evaluation being used in instructor performance eval­
uation? 
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9. Only a few two-year colleges had instructor performance appraisal 
processes that appeared to represent a well-developed system in which external 
and internal environmental demands were balanced to facilitate the attainment 
of both improvement and accountability. 
10. Differences in instructor performance appraisal; the essential elements 
in use, and current practices (process design) were substantial. 
11. The process of instructor performance appraisal is an under concep­
tualized and underdeveloped activity. 
12. Leaders of two-year colleges value instructor performance appraisal 
because almost all require instructor evaluation even though it is mandated in 
less than half of the states. 
13. A large majority of the two-year colleges use the same evaluation in­
strument for all instructors. 
14. Student feedback is the most frequently used element in two-year col­
lege evaluation systems. 
15. Peer feedback is an element of two-year college evaluation systems in 
almost half the institutions. The larger the two-year college the more likely peer 
feedback is an element of evaluation. 
16. Student achievement, academic councils, and outside evaluators are 
seldom used elements of two-year college evaluation systems. 
The fourth research question: 
What are the educational and technical backgrounds of those doing the supervi­
sion of instructors? 
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17. A master's degree and previous training in pedagogy is likely to be 
minimum requirements of instructor evaluators in two-year colleges. However, 
certification as an instructor evaluator or evaluator training is not a requirement 
to be an instructor evaluator in two-year colleges. 
18. Most instructor evaluators in two-year colleges have completed a 
teacher preparation program and have at least a master's degree. 
19. Vocational Technical colleges place less emphasis on their instructor 
evaluators having earned degrees beyond the master's degree. 
20. Junior colleges and Community colleges place more emphasis oil 
their instructor evaluators having earned degrees beyond the master's degree. 
The fifth research question: 
What training does the evaluator have in evaluation? 
21. Two-year college instructor evaluators are poorly trained in evaluator 
training. Hence, there is a need for them to obtain additional training in 
evaluation. Correspondingly, instructor evaluators believe they need more 
training in evaluation. 
22. The Community Technical college instructor evaluators have the 
most training in evaluation than instructor evaluators while the Community 
college instructor evaluators have least training. 
23. Instructor evaluators from smaller two-year colleges and Community 
Technical colleges have the highest perceived need for additional training in 
instructor evaluation. 
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The sixth research question. 
Is the frequency of occurrence of the evaluation models in use dependent on the 
type of the two-year college? The first hypothesis: The distribution of models in 
use among the two-year colleges is independent of the five types of two-year 
colleges. 
24. The type of two-year college cannot be used to predict the model of 
evaluation likely to be in use. 
The seventh research question. 
Is the frequency of occurrence of the evaluation models in use dependent on the 
size of the two-year college? The second hypothesis: The distribution of models 
in use among the two-year colleges is independent of the size of two-year 
colleges. 
25. The use of different models of evaluation cannot be predicted by the 
size of the two-year college. 
The eighth research question. 
Is there a relationship between the model in use and the type or size of two-year 
college? The third hypothesis: There is no relationship between the model in 
use and the type or size of two-year college. 
26. There is little or no relationship between the model in use and the 
type or size of two-year college. 
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The ninth research question. 
What are the efficacy ratings (the power or capacity to produce the desired effect) 
for each personnel standard? 
27. The Personnel Standards can be used as criteria against which to 
evaluate alternative models for instructor performance appraisal in two-year 
colleges. 
28. The Personnel Standards can be used in assessing a current instructor 
performance appraisal system in a two-year college. 
29. The Personnel Standards are equally useful for all types of two-year 
colleges. 
30. The Personnel Standards are equally useful for all sizes of two-year 
colleges. 
The tenth research question. 
Are differences in the efficacy ratings (the power or capacity to produce the 
desired effect) on each personnel standard attributable to the model in use, or to 
the type or size of two-year college? The fourth hypothesis: There is no 
significant difference in the efficacy rating for each personnel standard between 
the evaluation models in use. 
31. Efficacy ratings (the power or capacity to produce the desired effect) of 
the Personnel Standards were higher when clinical supervision was identified as 
the model of instructor performance appraisal. 
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32. Evaluators felt that they were more successful in creating reports that 
were clear, timely, accurate, and germane, so that they were of practical value to 
the evaluatee and other appropriate audiences when using the clinical 
supervision model. 
33. Evaluations of educators were perceived to promote sound education 
principles, assist in the fulfillment of institutional missions, and effective 
performance of job responsibilities, so that the educational needs of students, 
community, and society were met when the clinical supervision model was used 
instead of the common law or goal setting models. 
34. The evaluation appeared more likely to address evaluatees in a 
professional, considerate, and courteous manner, so that their self-esteem, 
motivation, professional reputations, performance, and attitude toward 
personnel evaluation are enhanced or, at least, not needlessly damaged when the 
clinical supervision model is employed. 
35. When the clinical supervision model is used evaluations were 
perceived as being constructive, so that they help institutions to develop human 
resources and encourage and assist those evaluated to provide excellent service. 
36. Personnel evaluation procedures appear to be plarmed and conducted 
so that they produce needed information while minimizing disruption and cost 
when the clinical supervision model is used. 
37. The personnel evaluation system can be developed and monitored 
collaboratively, so that all concerned parties are constructively involved in 
making the system work if clinical supervision is the selected model of 
evaluation. 
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38. It seems that when either the clinical supervision model or the 
product model of evaluation is used the information used in the evaluation can 
be kept secure, and carefully processed and maintained, so as to ensure that the 
data maintained and analyzed are the same as the data collected. 
The fifth hypothesis: There is no significant difference in the efficacy 
rating for each personnel standard between the types of two-year colleges. 
39. Differences in the efficacy ratings (the power or capacity to produce 
the desired effect) on each personnel standard are not attributable to the type of 
two-year college. 
The sixth hypothesis: There is no significant difference in the efficacy 
rating for each personnel standard between the sizes of two-year colleges. 
40. Differences in the efficacy ratings (the power or capacity to produce 
the desired effect) on each personnel standard are not attributable to the size of 
two-year college. 
Limitations 
The limitations of this study were: 
1. The statistical treatment of the data was limited to answering only the 
research questions that were formulated a priori. 
2. Participation in the study was voluntary, therefore those who chose 
to respond may have demonstrated a more positive disposition toward 
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educational research, or toward instructor performance appraisal, than subjects 
who did not respond. 
3. A 40 per cent random sample does not guarantee that different results 
would not have been obtained if the entire population had been surveyed. 
4. Not every state was represented in the data reported. 
5. The primary data gathering questionnaire was quite complex and 
required at least 80 responses. 
Discussion 
The results of this study support previous recommendations of related 
research which strongly suggests the need for improvement in two-year college 
instructor evaluation. For example, one can view with alarm the fact that most 
of those evaluating instructor performance are untrained and even though they 
claim to use a clinical supervision model of evaluation they don't consistently 
use the basic processes of the model. The extent to which the practices of 
instructor performance appraisal are being carried out further indicate an 
alarming need for training. 
A number of similarities were discovered by this study and a set of 
practices common to the majority of two-year colleges could be derived from the 
data collected. The major approaches being used in instructor evaluation are 
characterized by a close relationship between the instructor and the supervisor 
with emphasis on collégial rather than authoritarian orientation. However, 
evaluation is synonymous with observation and the major emphasis is on 
summative evaluation; standardized criteria; and comparative judgements. 
This process usually takes its principle data from the classroom and is designed 
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to improve the instructor's performance. Therefore, the current practices of 
instructor performance appraisal in two-year colleges can be categorized as a 
combination of McGreal's (1983) Common Law Model and Clinical Supervision 
Model. 
The findings of this study can be compared and contrasted to the current 
research base by considering the conclusions about teacher evaluation published 
by the Rand Corporation (Wise et al., 1984). Their report stated that the 
differences in teacher evaluation process design were substantial. This study 
concludes that differences in the essential elements in use and current practices 
(process design) of instructor performance appraisal were substantial. 
Additionally, the results of this study support their conclusions that only a few 
educational institutions (in this case two-year colleges) had instructor 
performance appraisal processes that appeared to represent a well-developed 
system in which external and internal environmental demands were balanced to 
facilitate the attainment of both improvement and accountability and that the 
process of instructor performance appraisal is an under conceptualized and 
underdeveloped activity. However, the Rand Corporation (Wise et al., 1984) 
reported that there is little consensus about what design process results in 
successful teacher evaluation while this study concludes that efficacy ratings (the 
power or capacity to produce the desired effect) of the Personnel Standards were 
higher when clinical supervision was identified as the model of instructor 
performance appraisal. 
The norms in important procedures are the use of: a single instrument to 
evaluate most of the instructors; student feedback as a source of evaluation data; 
and peer feedback for evaluation data in almost half the institutions. On the 
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other hand; student achievement, academic councils, and outside evaluators are 
seldom used. Additionally, the practice of observing instructors in the teaching 
act is a norm, as is the practice of holding post-observation conferences with 
those instructors. Finally, the current norm is to use a modified clinical 
supervision approach that does not usually include a pre-observation 
conference. Figure 46 represents the state of current practice in instructor 
performance evaluation in two-year colleges. 
It appears the span of control, which was in some cases in excess of 100 
instructors, is far to large to conduct quality, comprehensive instructor 
evaluations. Perhaps a checklist or other cursory measure could be accomplished 
for these large numbers but nothing more. A reasonable span of control for each 
instructor evaluator is between 10 and 15 people. It is feasible that as many as 20 
people could be evaluated properly each year if they were clustered in the same 
discipline. 
The evaluation should include the immediate administrative supervisor 
and other administrators charged with instructional responsibilities. Two-year 
colleges need to review carefully the role of a department chair-person who may 
be voted in by faculty members or are included in the faculty senate or union. In 
short, department chair-persons need to be clearly identified as administrators if 
they are to be part of an administrative evaluation team. 
Summative evaluation responsibilities should rest in the hands of the 
professional administrators. Students and faculty are not charged with the firing 
and/or dismissal responsibilities in two-year colleges. They are not trained or 
experienced in classroom evaluation techniques and it is unlikely they will 
establish patterns of defects and deficiencies, establish plans for improvement. 
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follow-up with face-to-fact evaluation, and place faculty on formal notices to 
remedy their defects and deficiencies. 
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It will greatly enhance the cause of excellence in education if evaluation 
policies and procedures are reviewed and strengthened by Governing Boards and 
top-level administrators. Such a review must include putting a proper weight 
on the elements as well as carefully selecting the type of elements to be included 
in evaluation. It should consider the impact that both student and peer 
evaluation have on the evaluation system. The research on student, self, and 
peer evaluation show all three systems to be some what weak and may be 
unreliable as deterrents to poor instruction. However, the students in two-year 
colleges are older and may be more objective when providing feedback about 
instructor performance. 
Recommendations for Practice 
The results of this study point to several suggestions for practicing two-
year college instructor evaluators. 
1. Whenever possible a clinical supervision evaluation model should 
be used. 
2. Both pre-observation and post-observation conferences should be 
conducted in conjunction with each instructor observation. 
3. The use of student feedback as an element of the evaluation system is 
recommended. 
4. The involvement of peers in the evaluation system can help offset 
personal bias and provide valuable data input. 
5. Obtain a sufficient amount of quality training in instructor evalua­
tion to assure self-confidence, inter-rater reliability, and valid reports. 
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6. Evaluate instructors on research based, critical instructional 
behaviors. 
7. Use the Personnel Standards as criteria against which to evaluate al­
ternative models for instructor evaluation. 
8. Use the Personnel Standards in developing an evaluation system or 
assessing a current system. 
Recommendations for Research 
The findings of this study suggest further research. In each suggested 
study the sample size should be as large as possible. 
1. Research should be conducted to identify critical instructional behav­
iors of two-year college instructors. 
2. A research study needs to develop valid and reliable items of evalua­
tion for the behaviors identified as critical instructional behaviors which can dis­
criminate between levels of instructor performance. 
3. A research study should be undertaken to examine instrumentation 
presently being used and to develop prototype instruments to fit the various cat­
egories of two-year college instructors. 
4. Conduct a study to identify and examine environmental factors in­
fluencing instructor performance appraisal. Determine to what extent instructor 
professional organizations are a key element in developing, implementing and 
utilizing an evaluation system. Additionally, this study could research the ex­
tent that school climate influences the success of the instructor performance 
appraisal system. 
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5. Conduct a task analysis of instructor performance appraisal training 
and develop an ideal training design, materials, and methodology. Determine 
the amount of contact hours that are needed to most effectively train instructor 
evaluatbrs. 
6. Other research should be conducted which would precisely study the 
extent that ethics influence instructor performance appraisal. Such a study 
should result in documents in which the pros and cons of various ethical ques­
tions relative to educational evaluation have been examined and expounded 
upon. 
7. Conduct studies to determine if technology, such as the computer, 
can be used to enhance instructor performance appraisal system utilization. 
8. A research study needs to determine what data sources, artifacts, and 
other items can be used to enhance the evaluation of two-year college instruc­
tors. The study should review various examples of evaluation instruments, 
policies, faculty handbooks, and/or narrative descriptions of the evaluation 
process and procedures. 
9. Other research should be conducted which would precisely study the 
relationships between evaluation models and instructor performance. 
10. As a remedy to the limitations of this study, another study should be 
conducted using face-to-face interviews with instructor performance evaluators. 
The sample should be larger than 10 per cent and Ùie written policies, procedures 
and practices should be critically reviewed. 
11. The results of this investigation should be verified. Any replication 
of this study should add a Likert type response mode to a query about how sue-
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cessful the evaluator believes his or her overall instructor performance appraisal 
system to be. 
The means of collecting data should be simplified. A questiormaire which 
includes fewer items about more specific areas would perhaps provide more con­
cise data. Another researcher might also choose to group the sizes or types of col­
leges differently for data analysis. Additionally, a sample that is stratified to as­
sure even distribution of size and type of college could enhance the results. 
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APPENDIX A. 
SUMMARY OF THE STANDARDS 
Part one of the book The Personnel Evaluation Standards (Joint Committee, 
1988) summarizes the standards very concisely. As a result, that summary has 
been reproduced in abbreviated form in the following pages. 
The Propriety Standards require that evaluations be conducted legally, 
ethically, and with due regard for the welfare of evaluatees and clients of the 
evaluations. 
Standard PI: Service Orientation 
Evaluations of educators should promote sound education principles, 
fulfillment of institutional missions, and effective performance of job 
responsibilities, so that the educational needs of students, community, and 
society are met. 
Explanation: The primary purpose of education personnel evaluation is to guide 
educators to deliver quality educational services. 
Rationale: Educational systems exist to meet the needs of students and the 
community; so all elements of those systems, including personnel evaluation, 
should be directed toward achieving that purpose. 
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Standard P2: Formal Evaluation Guidelines 
Guidelines for personnel evaluations should be recorded in statements of policy, 
negotiated agreements, and/or personnel evaluation manuals, so that 
evaluations are consistent, equitable, and in accordance with pertinent laws and 
ethical codes. 
Evaluation: Formal guidelines are the written statements that define the 
purpose, procedures, and substance of the evaluation. 
Rationale: Evaluation must be carried out in a consistent, equitable, and legal 
manner, regardless of who is evaluating and who is being evaluated. 
Standard P3: Conflict of Interest 
Conflicts of interest should be identified and dealt with openly and honestly, so 
that they do not compromise the evaluation process and results. 
Evaluation: Conflict of interest arises when an evaluator's own goals and biases 
exert, or might exert, inappropriate influence on a judgment or decision. 
Rationale: Conflict of interest can undermine the entire personnel evaluation 
system. 
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Standard F4: Access to Personnel Evaluation Reports 
Access to reports of personnel evaluation should be limited to those individuals 
with a legitimate need to review and use the reports, so that appropriate use of 
the information is assured. 
Evaluation: Much of the information in personnel evaluation reports is of such 
a nature that access to it must be restricted to those persons with a professional 
need to see and use the reports. 
Rationale: Access to personnel evaluation is a highly sensitive issue. 
Standard P5: Interactions with Evaluatees 
The evaluation should address evaluatees in a professional, considerate, and 
courteous manner, so that their self-esteem, motivation, professional 
reputations, performance, and attitude toward personnel evaluation are 
enhanced or, at least, not needlessly damaged. 
Explanation: The evaluator must be cognizant of and responsive to the 
evaluatee's personal and professional needs. 
Rationale: When the evaluator and evaluatee share a sense of professionalism 
and basic human dignity, they are less likely to be anxious and feel negative 
toward the evaluation. 
The Utility Standards are intended to guide evaluations so that they will be 
informative, timely, and influential. 
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Standard Ul: Constructive Orientation 
Evaluations should be constructive, so that they help institutions to develop 
human resources and encourage and assist those evaluated to provide excellent 
service. 
Evaluation: Evaluations are constructive when they promote the success of 
students, educators, and organizations. 
Rationale: When personnel evaluation is constructive, it encourages and 
supports educators and their organizations to fulfill their goals and 
responsibilities. 
Standard U2: Defined Uses 
The users and the intended uses of a persoimel evaluation should be identified, 
so that the evaluation can address appropriate questions. 
Evaluation: Evaluation planners should identify and consult with each user 
group to clarify the purposes of the evaluation. 
Rationale: Personnel evaluations should be guided by their intended use. 
Standard U3: Evaluator Credibility 
The evaluation system should be managed and executed by persons with the 
necessary qualifications, skills, and authority, and evaluators should conduct 
themselves professionally, so that evaluation reports are respected and used. 
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Evaluation: Institutions should take great care in appointing, training, 
supporting, and monitoring the persons who manage and implement personnel 
evaluation systems. 
Rationale: The acceptance of an evaluation depends heavily upon the 
evaluatee's perceptions of the evaluator's authority, expertise, professionalism, 
sensitivity, trustworthiness, and efficient and effective performance. 
Standard U4: Functional Reporting 
Reports should be clear, timely, accurate, and germane, so that they are of 
practical value to the evaluatee and other appropriate audiences. 
Explanation: To be useful, the information should be reported when the user 
needs it and when the evaluatee can best apply it to improve performance. 
Rationale: Since evaluation reports become the basis for important judgments 
about the practice, status, and development needs of professionals, they should 
provide clear, useful, and relevant information; and they should be provided at 
times and in ways that facilitate decision making and action. 
Standard U5: Follow-Up and Impact 
Evaluations shou' 1 be followed up, so that users and evaluatees are aided to 
understand the results and take appropriate actions. 
Explanation: Those in charge of coordinating or conducting evaluations should 
not only reach sound assessments but should recognize that purpose and value 
lie in application of the findings. 
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Rationale: Follow-up activities should be a natural outgrowth of the evaluation 
process. 
The Feasibility Standards call for evaluation systems that are as easy to 
implement as possible, efficient in their use of time and resources, adequately 
funded, and viable from a number of other standpoints. 
Standard Fl: Practical Procedures 
Personnel evaluation procedures should be planned and conducted so that they 
produce needed information while minimizing disruption and cost. 
Explanation: Personnel evaluation procedures are the series of actions that give 
a plan its practical effect. 
Rationale: Impractical procedures can be inefficient and needlessly disruptive, 
detracting from individual performance and effectiveness and organizational 
efficiency. 
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Standard F2: Political Viability 
The personnel evaluation system should be developed and monitored 
collaboratively, so that all concerned parties are constructively involved in 
making the system work. 
Explanation: Persormel evaluation policies and procedures should provide the 
educator, the evaluator, and other interested parties with a common focus and 
set of directives concerning the goals and methods of personnel evaluation. 
Rationale: If personnel evaluation policies and procedures are understandable, 
cooperatively developed, acceptable to all interested parties, and officially 
adopted, they are likely to assure continued cooperation within the personnel 
evaluation program. 
Standard F3: Fiscal Viability 
Adequate time and resources should be provided for personnel evaluation 
activities, so that evaluation plans can be effectively and efficiently 
implemented. 
Explanation: Personnel evaluation systems require substantial resources to 
function effectively. 
Rationale: The justification for expenditures for personnel evaluation may be 
any or all of the following: better selection of new employees, improved 
persormel performance, improved services to students, and improved operation 
and general welfare of the organization. 
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The accuracy standards require that the obtained information be technically 
accurate and that conclusions be linked logically to the data. 
Standard Al: Defined Role 
The role, responsibilities, performance objectives, and needed qualifications of 
the evaluatee should be clearly defined, so that the evaluator can determine 
valid assessment data. 
Explanation: All parties to the evaluation process should have the same 
understanding of the position requirements before the evaluation process is 
designed. 
Rationale: A carefully developed and sufficiently detailed and delineated 
description of the role, responsibilities, performance objectives, and 
qualifications is prerequisite to specifying relevant assessment criteria. 
Standard A2: Work Environment 
The context in which the evaluatee works should be identified, described, and 
recorded, so that environmental influences and constraints on performance can 
be considered in the evaluation. 
Explanation: The context in which a person works can affect performance. 
Among the many contextual factors that can influence or constrain performance 
are those associated with organizational structure and process, such as 
educational goals and objectives, curriculum mandates, leadership and 
supervisory practices, financial resources, and decision-making policies. 
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Rationale: Holding educators accountable for the effects of variables they cannot 
control or influence is likely to lead to resentment and low morale. 
Standard A3: Documentation of Procedures 
The evaluations procedures actually followed should be documented, so that the 
evaluatees and other users can assess the actual, in relation to intended. 
Explanation: The documentation should focus on the steps, forms, appeal 
procedures, reporting and recording schedule, follow-up, and due process 
procedures. 
Rationale: The effectiveness of an evaluation is linked to how well the 
evaluator, evaluatee, and other appropriate persons understand and accept the 
evaluation procedures. 
Standard A4: Valid Measurement 
The measurement procedures should be chosen or developed and implemented 
on the basis of the described role and the intended use, so that the inferences 
concerning the evaluatee are valid and accurate. 
Explanation: Evidence for the validity of an evaluation procedure must be 
assembled and available. 
Rationale: Validity is the single most important issue in the assessment of any 
evaluation process. 
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Standard Â5: Reliable Measurement 
Measurement procedures should be chosen or developed to assure reliability, so 
that the information obtained will provide consistent indications of the 
performance of the evaluatee. 
Explanation: A reliable measure is one that provides consistent information 
about the performance being assessed. 
Rationale: Individual personnel evaluation instruments and the procedures 
used should have levels of reliability that are acceptable for intended uses. 
Standard A6: Systematic Data Control 
The information used in the evaluation should be kept secure, and carefully 
processed and maintained, so as to ensure that the data maintained and analyzed 
are the same as the data collected. 
Explanation: Information should be carefully processed and checked for accuracy 
at every stage of collection, storage, and retrieval. 
Rationale: Personnel decisions resulting from evaluations can be no better than 
the information upon which they are based. 
Standard A7: Bias Control 
The evaluation process should provide safeguards against bias, so that the 
evaluatee's qualifications or performance are assessed fairly. 
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Explanation: There is constant potential for the intrusion of bias in personnel 
evaluations. 
Rationale: The presence of bias can entirely undermine an evaluation system. 
Standard A8: Monitoring Evaluation Systems 
The personnel evaluation system should be reviewed periodically and 
systematically, so that appropriate revisions can be made. 
Explanation: Personnel evaluation involves purposes, procedures, instruments, 
reports, and uses of findings. 
Rationale: Personnel evaluation is difficult to do well and is subject to mistakes 
and complaints. 
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Lloyd O. Roettger 
January 25, 1989 
Dear Colleague, 
I'm a Ph.D. candidate in Educational Administration and Higher 
Education. It is my intent to conduct a national study about two-year 
college instructor performance evaluation as my dissertation. You are 
being asked to identify those primarily responsible for instructor 
evaluation in your institution. I will be contacting those you name with 
a data gathering questionnaire. Examples: 
Norma Jones, Dean of Instruction 
John Brown, Business Division Chair 
Larry Green, Electronics Department Head 
LouAnn Lovely, Practical Nursing Program Supervisor 
Garry Goodwrench, Auto Mechanics Program Leader 
Please complete the bottom portion of this page and return it to me 
as soon as possible. Thank you very much for your assistance. 
Name of Institution: 
Address: 
City, State, Zip: . 
Approximate PTE 
Type of Institution 
Junior College 
_Community College 
_Technical College 
_Vocational-Technical Coll. 
_Vocational/Trade College 
_Other 
Evaluator #1 
Evaluator #2 
Evaluator #3 
Evaluator #4 
Evaluator #5 
Evaluator #6 
Name Title 
Please return to: 
Lloyd O. Roettger 
112 N. 18th St. 
Marshalltown, Iowa 50158 
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APPENDIX C. 
THE PRIMARY DATA GATHERING QUESTIONNAIRE 
237 
Two - Year College 
SUPERVISION / EVALUATION of INSTRUCTION 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Attention: You have been selected as a participant in a nationwide research) project about 
professional Instructor performance evaluation in the two year college. Your responses are val­
ued and will help in developing the most complete set of data available about the "state-of-the-
art" of personnel evaluation of two-year college instructors. (If you could benefit from an abstract 
of the complete report please indicate your name and mailing address at the end of this 
questionnaire.) 
Position TITLE of Person Completing this Questionnaire; 
Please check any duties that you perform as an instructional leader for your institution: 
Assist students 
Supervise Other Administrators 
Formally Evaluate Instructors 
Formally Evaluate Support Staff 
Supervise the curriculum 
Support improvement of instruction 
Maintain physical facilities 
Promote professional growth 
Assist in economic development 
Supervise Instructors 
Supervise Support Staff 
Fonnally Evaluate Other Administrators 
Support Instructors 
Monitor student progress 
Provide orderly environment 
Maintain community relations (PR) 
Emphasize student achievement 
Sen/e the community 
Please indicate the number of persons you supervise/evaluate by their titles; 
Other Non-Teaching Administrators 
Other Teaching Administrators 
Technicians 
Support Staff 
OtheiiS 
Classroom Instructors 
Clinical Instmctors 
Laboratory Instructors 
Shop Instructors 
I.e. 
Please indicate the approximate percentage of time you spend annually doing formal evalua­
tions of instructors; 
Do you have an institution or division-wide evaluation model? Yes No 
If "Yes", please send an example of the process or model. 
In his book Successful Teacher Evaluation. Thomas L. McGreal provides a taxonomy for the 
classification of evaluation models and procedures. The five statements that follow are 
representative of the models identified. Select the statement that best describes your evaluation 
model / process: 
A. The model is characterized by nigh supervisor - low teacher involvement; evaluation 
is synonymous with observation; major emphasis is on summative evaluation; standardized cri­
teria; and comparative judgements. This process usually relies on definitions, procedures, and 
processes that are traditional. 
B. The model is characterized by an emphasis on an individualized approach to eval­
uation. Instructors and evaluators meet and confer to set and monitor goals. Generally, no 
checklist of criteria is used. Self-evaluation may be a component of this model. 
C. The model is characterized by evaluation that is based upon the results or outcomes 
of student achievement tests or on competency-based evaluations, but not on methods, styles, or 
processes. Generally, the instruments for assessing student growth are norm-referenced tests 
and criterion-referenced tests. 
D. The model is characterized by a close relationship between the instructor and the 
supervisor with emphasis on collégial rather than authoritarian orientation. It takes its principal 
data from the classroom and is designed to improve the instructor's performance. 
The model is characterized by a belief that teaching is an art, that the quality of the 
performance the instructor exhibits is likened to an aesthetic experience. The evaluation is 
more subjective and, perhaps, less precise. 
How many formal observations are made before a summative evaluation report is written? 
Do you conduct a pre-observation conference before each formal evaluation? Yes No 
Do you conduct a post-observation conference after each formal evaluation? Yes No 
The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, chaired by Daniel L 
Stufflebeam, recently published a book entitled The Personnel Evaluation Standards. The book 
enumerated twenty-one standards in four basic areas. Please use thé following scale to rate the 
quality of the model or process your institution uses for instmctor evaluation on each of the stan­
dards. SA = Strongly Agree, A= Agree, N = Not Applicable, D = Disagree, and SD = Strongly Disagree 
The Propriety Standards: The Propriety Standards require evaluations are conducted legally, ethically, and with 
due regard for the welfare of evaluatees and clients of the evaluations. 
Circle Your Response 
SA A N D SD 1. Evaluations of educators promote sound education principles, fulfillment of insti­
tutional missions, and effective performance of job responsibilities, so that the 
educational needs of students, community, and society are met. 
SA A N D SD 2. Guidelines for personnel evaluations are recorded in statements of policy, nego­
tiated agreements, and/or personnel evaluation manuals, so that evaluations are 
consistent, equitable, and in accordance with pertinent laws and ethical codes. 
SA A N D SD 3. Conflicts of interest are identified and dealt with openly and honestly, so that they 
do not compromise the evaluation process and results. 
SA A N D SD 4. Access to reports of personnel evaluation is limited to those individuals with a le­
gitimate need to review and use the reports, so that appropriate use of the infor­
mation is assured. 
SA A N D SD 5. The evaluation process addresses evaluatees in a professional, considerate, and 
courteous manner, so that their self-esteem, motivation, professional reputations, 
performance, and attitude toward personnel evaluation are enhanced or, at least, 
not needlessly damaged. 
The Utility Standards: The Utility Standards are intended to guide evaluations so that they will be informative, 
timely, and influential. 
SA A N D SD 6. Evaluations are constructive, so that they encourage and assist those evaluated 
to provide excellent sen/ice. 
SA A N D SD 7. The users and the intended uses of personnel evaluation are identified, so that 
the evaluation can be guided by its intended use and so that everyone is clear as 
to its purpose. 
SA A N D SD 8. The evaluation system is managed and conducted by persons with the neces­
sary qualifications, skills, and authority; and evaluators conduct themselves pro­
fessionally, so that evaluation reports are respected and used. 
SA A N D SD 9. Reports are clear, timely, accurate, and germane, so that they are of practical 
value to the evaluatee and other appropriate audiences such as merit pay or ca­
reer ladder committees, tenure and promotion committees, and performance re­
view boards.. 
SA A N D SD 10. Evaluations are followed up, so that evaluatees are aided to understand the re­
sults and take appropriate actions. 
The Feasibility Standards: Feasibility Standards call for evaluation systems that are as easy to implement as 
possible, efficient in its use of time and resources, adequately funded, and viable from a number of other stand­
points. 
SA A N D SD 11. Personnel evaluation procedures are planned and conducted so that they 
produce needed information while minimizing dismptiori and cost. 
SA A N D SD 12. The personnel evaluation system is developed and monitored collaboratively, so 
that all concerned parties are constructively involved in making the system worit. 
SA A N D SD 13. Adequate time and resources are provided for personnel evaluation activities, so 
that evaluation plans can be effectively and efficiently implemented. 
The Accuracy Standards: The Accuracy Standards require that the obtained information be technically accu­
rate and that conclusions be linked logically to the data. 
SA A N D SD 14. The role, responsibilities, performance objectives, and needed qualifications of 
the evaluatee are clearly defined, so that all parties have the same under­
standing of the position requirements before the evaluation process in designed. 
SA A N D SD 15. The context in which the evaluatee wori(s is identified, described, and recorded, 
so that environmental influences and constraints on performance can be consid­
ered in the evaluation. 
SA A N D SD 16. The evaluation procedures actually followed are documented, so that the evalua­
tees and other users can assess the actual, in relation to intended, procedures. 
SA A N D SD 17. The measurement procedures are chosen or developed and implemented on the 
basis of the described role and the intended use, so that the inferences concern­
ing the evaluatee are valid and accurate. 
SA A N D SD 18. Measurement procedures are chosen or developed to assure reliability, so that 
the information obtained provides consistent indications of the performance of 
the evaluatee. 
SA A N D SD 19. The information used In the evaluation is kept secure, and carefully processed 
and maintained, so as to ensure that the data maintained and analyzed are the 
same as the data collected. 
SA AN D SD 20. The evaluation process provides safeguards against bias, so that the evaluatee's 
qualifications or perfonnance are assessed fairiy. 
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SA A N D SD 21. The personnel evaluation system is reviewed periodically and systematically, so 
that appropriate revisions can be made. 
Do you use the same evaluation instrument for all Instructors? Yes No 
If "No" why not? 
Please attach a copy of each instructor evaluation instrument used. 
Does your state require that instructors be evaluated ? 
Does your college require that instructors be evaluated? 
Is peer feedback a part of your instructor evaluation process? 
Is an academic council used to evaluate performance? 
Is student feedbacl^ a part of your instmctor evaluation process? 
Is student achievement a part of your instructor evaluation process? 
Are outside evaluators a part of your instructor evaluation process? 
Does your college utilize a "pay for performance", "merit pay", 
"career Ladder", or other type of incentive program? 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Demographics about you: 
Did you complete a teacher preparation program? 
Highest earned degree and area? 
Yes No 
How many hours of evaluator training have you had? 
What certification in evaluation do you hold? 
Is certification required? Yes No 
Circle the level at which you perceive the need 
for additional training? 
High 
I M I H I I M 
9 8 7 6 5 4 2 1 0 Low 
Type of institution 
Junior College 
Community College 
Technical College 
Community Technical College 
Vocational Technical College 
Size of Institution 
Other 
PTE (approximate for Fall 1988) 
Please Return To: If you'd like a copy of the results: 
Lloyd O. Roettger Name 
Iowa State University, College of Education 
School Improvement Model Project 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
(or use the enclosed label) 
Address. 
City 
State Zip 
2 4 1  
APPENDIX D. 
THE LETTER THAT ACCOMPANIED THE PRIMARY DATA GATHERING 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
2 4 2  
Lloyd O. Roettger 
March 10, 1989 
Dear Colleague, 
I'm a Ph.D. candidate in Educational Administration and Higher 
Education. It is my intent to conduct a nationwide study about two year 
college instructor performance evaluation as my dissertation. You have 
been identified as an instructional leader in your college by a member 
of your college's administration. Therefore, I am asking you to take a 
few moments of your time to participate in this effort to create the most 
complete set of data available about the "state-of-the-art" in personnel 
evaluation of two-year college instructors. 
Dr. Larry Ebbers, Professor and Department Executive Officer for 
Professional Studies in Education at Iowa State University and Dr. 
Richard Manatt, Professor and Director of the School Improvement 
Model Project at Iowa State University, are my co-chairs and major 
professors. The dissertation project is sampling two-year colleges in 
every state. The sample is stratified by size and type of institution; 
therefore, it is critical that every questionnaire be accounted for, so 
please respond if at all possible. 
I thank you very much for your assistance and for your time. 
Without the help of good folks like you, this research could never 
succeed. 
Appreciatively I Remain, 
Lloyd O. Roettger 
(515-752-4249) 

